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EXECUTIVE S{HY

This report describes the results of a series of interviews

concerning Quality Control (QC) systems used by Food Stamp

Agencies conducted as part of the first phase of the Food Stamp

Program Operations Study (FSPOS). Other topics covered in this

first phase of the study are: automated certification, claims

collection, computer matching, monthly reporting, and Job
search activities. The results of the interviews in these five

other topic areas are presented in companion reports.

The purpose of the State census of QC systems is to provide
information about selected aspects of the QC systems currently

in operation in all 50 States, the District of Columbia, the

Virgin Islands, and Guam. Specifically, the objectives of the
State census were to:

1. Identify the costs of QC systems.

2. Examine the composition of system costs (e.g., specific

costs elements, QC reviewer characterisitics, effect of
case characteristics).

3. Identify State efforts to supplement the basic QC system,
including additional reviews and/or the collection of more
information on selected cases.

4. Examine ways in which States analyze and use data from the

QC system.

5. Examine three specific operational aspects of the QC

system: local office notification and preparation,

responsibility for error determination, and the States re-
review process.

The information needed to meet these research objectives was

collected during June and July 1986 by means of telephone
interviews with staff responsible for the QC system.

The major findings of this survey are as follows:

The median cost of conducting a QC review was found to be

about $479.

Of the total, more than 80 percent ($40t) is associated
with the cost of personnel. This amount can be further

broken down into 65 percent for QC reviewers ($240), 9

percent for the staff who draw the samples and analyze the

QC data ($33), 17 percent for supervisory personnel ($63),
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6 percent for clerical and data entry staff ($24), and 3

percent for other professionals (e.g., legal services,

administrative assistants). The remaining 12 percent of

the total ($53) covers various nonpersonnel costs,

including travel ($14), data processing ($15), and "other"

($24) (which consists of the cost of general overhead

expenses, e.g., rent, utilities, telephone, sullies, legal

fees, conferences, word processing, and audit services).

A median of about 12 hours of staff time are necessary to

complete a QC review. Of this time, about 2.4 hours would

be spent on travel, about 2 hours would be required to

write up the review report, and another 2 hours to conduct

the desk review. Slightly more than 1 hour would be needed

to either determine if there is a ease error, or to conduct

any interviews. Revised benefit computations, on average,
take less than 45 minutes.

The amount of reviewer time spent to conduct a QC review

may, however, vary from the norm depending on various

characteristics of the sample ease (household size, receipt

of earnings, etc.). Factors States cited as causing an

increase in the time required to complete a QC review

included finding an error (81% of the States), presence of

earnings (77%), households located far from the local food

stamp office (53%), if the case originated in a remote
local office (43%), presence of unearned income (40%), and

other factors (50%), including uncooperative clients and/or

collateral contacts and problems in locating the household

if they have moved.

With regard to the types of people selected as QC
reviewers, 91 percent of the States indicated that they

typically hired people who had previously held the

positions of eligibility worker or eligibility worker

supervisor. These individuals spent a median of 5 years in

their prior positions. Fifty-one percent of the States had

QC reviewers who were generally 4 year college graduates,

in 32 percent of the States the reviewers had attended some

eollege, and in only 13 percent of the States the reviewers

were high school graduates with no further education.

The average salary for a food stamp QC reviewer varies

substantially, from a low of $12,812 to a high of $36,954.
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A median of 12 full-time equivalent (FTE) reviewers are

available in each State to perform food stamp QC reviews.

The median number of reviews conducted annually per FTE is

96, but ranges from 37.5 to 446.

The use of an integrated QC review process appears to be
associated with both greater workloads and lower costs. A

median of 126 QC reviews are conducted per reviewer FTE in

States with integrated reviews, as compared with a median

of 79 reviews per FTE in States that perform separate food

stamp reviews. Consistent with this finding, States with
integrated reviews also were more likely to report lower

personnel costs per review.

States appear to have taken the opportunity to "piggy-back"
other data collection actfvites on to the basic QC review

system. Of the 53 State agencies included in this study,

25 (47 percent) regularly obtained such supplementary

data. In all but three States, the additional information
is obtained for all cases selected for inclusion in QC

sample. The types of information collected are fairly

broad in nature. Thirteen States supplement the review

process by collecting additonat demographic information

about the household. Of these, eight States identify

whether the household is subject to the requirements of

monthly reporting, six collect information regarding the

household's welfare participation history, six include

information dealing with employment experience, four
identify the individual caseworker responsible for the

original eligibilty determination, three collect data on

heating arrangements or utility use (including an ongoing

fuel survey), and six collect other types of information

(including shelter costs, child support payments,

information on students who may be living in the household,
and the identity of the supervisor of the assigned

eligibility worker).

Similarly, some States have expanded the size of the

required QC sample:

-- Four States expanded the basic QC review process and

reported the results to FNS, largely to increase the

precision of their estimated error rates and to better

analyze the causes of food stamp errors.
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-- Six States conducted extra reviews using the same

procedures as the basic QC process but did not report these

data to FNS. The data generally were used to identify and

correct program errors and to improve their ability to
evaluate the causes of error. The size of the

supplementary sample ranged from 35 to 4,800.

-- Eighteen States reported conducting additional
management reviews but restricted the process to a desk
audit of the ease files. The size of these additional

samples ranged from less than 100 to 20,000. The reasons

why States conduct these management reviews include: the
need to obtain additional data to permit an analysis of
either the nature and causes of errors (10 States) or of

error by individual local offices (11 States); to measure

the performance of individual eligibility workers (6

States); to increase the preeision of estimates of error

rates (4 States); and to meet special management needs for

program information (3 States).

Once the QC data are collected, States conduct various
types of analyses using this information. Two types of

analyses appear to be relatively prevalent among the

States: those that identify error-prone categories of

cases and those that identify error-prone offices. Both

types of analyses are conducted routinely in 71 percent of

the States. It also appears that the normal QC review data
are frequently used to describe the food stamp caseload.

Eighty-two percent of the States indicated that this

descriptive analysis is conducted either routinely or on
occasion.

Seventy-one percent of the States reported using the FNS-

provided software to analyze the QC data. In addition, in

those States where it is being used, 86 percent use it to

carry out error-prone analysis.

Before conducting the review, State QC reviewers need to

obtain the sampled case records from the local Food Stamp

Agencies (FSA's). Of the States that responded (51 of the
53 census States), 90 percent said they gave the local

office some type of notification. Most often (87 percent

of the States), the State QC reviewers sample identified

which local eases were subject to review. Sixty-three

percent of the States request that selected QC review ease



files be mailed to them. A significant proportion of States,

54 percent, inform the local office of the date when the review

will take place.

The respondents were asked to describe who is involved in

making the initial determination of error. Twenty States

indicated that other individuals, along with the QC

reviewer, were involved in the error determination
process. In all but one of these States, the reviewer's

supervisor plays a role in determining whether the ease is

in error. In eight of these States, only the reviewer and

the supervisor are involved. In three States, these two

individuals are assisted by a policy specialist. In one

State, the policy specialist works with the QC reviewer
exclusively to determine case error. In the eight

remaining States, a greater number of individuals play a

role in determining case error. These include some

combination of the reviewer, the reviewer's supervisor, a

policy specialist, other reviewers, and other food stamp
personnel who vary from State to State.

Finally, States were asked whether they conducted any re-
reviews of the intial case determinations, and to specify

the cases subject to these reviews. All States were found

to conduct some type of internal re-review of their QC

sample cases. In fact, 29 States perform a re-review of
all the eases subject to the QC review. Another 20 States

re-review only those cases that have been initally
determined to contain an error. Ten States conduct

internal reviews of a random sample of each QC reviewer's
cases. States estimated that the amount of time required

to complete the re-reviews ranged between 6 minutes and 8

hours. The wide variation of these estimates is due, at

least in part, to whether the estimate is for a ease with

an error, without an error, or if it is an average of both

types of eases.

As noted above, these data were collected by means of a

telephone survey. Accordingly, much of the information
comprised simple estimates provided by the individual

respondents. Particularly problematic were the questions

dealing with costs and the time required to conduct the actual
QC reviews.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of a series of interviews

concerning Quality Control (QC) systems used by Food Stamp
Agencies. The interviews were conducted as part of the first

phase of the Food Stamp Program Operations Study (FSPOS), which

is being conducted by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. under
contract to the Food and Nutrition Service of the

U.S. Department of Agriculture, with assistance from Att
Associates Inc. and The Urban Institute as subcontractors.

Other topics covered in this first phase of the study, referred

to in this report as the "census" of State agencies, are:

automated certification, claims collection, computer matching,

monthly reporting, and job search activities. The results of
the census interviews in these five other topic areas are

presented in companion reports.

The purpose of the State census of QC systems is to provide

information about selected aspects of the QC systems currently

in operation in all 50 States, the District of Columbia, the

Virgin Islands, and Guam. Because of limitations imposed by

the use of a telephone survey (see discussion below) and

concern for the burden imposed on State agency staff, data
could not be collected to answer all of the questions that have

been raised regarding State efforts in this area.

Specifically, the objectives of the State census were to:

1. identify the costs of QC Systems.

2. examine the composition of system costs (e.g., specific
costs elements, OC reviewer characteristics, effect of case

characteristics);

3. identify State efforts to supplement the basic QC system,

including additional reviews and/or the collection of more
information on selected cases;

4. examine ways in which States analyze and use data from the

QC system; and

5. examine three specific operational aspects of the QC
system: local office notification and preparation,

responsibility for error determination, and the States re-

review process.



The information needed to meet these research objectives was

collected during June and July 1986 by means of telephone

interviews with State agency staff responsible for the QC
system.

The following four sections of part I of this report describe:

the food stamp QC system, how the interviews were conducted,
the limitations of the census data, and the organization of the

remainder of the report.

A. THE FOOD STAMP QC SYSTEM

The Food Stamp Program, administered by the Food and Nutrition

Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, provides
financial assistance %0 needy families to help them buy food.

A household's eligibility for the program and the level of

benefits it may receive depend on criteria such as the number
of people in the household, their earned and unearned income,

their financial assets, and a variety of other factors. Acting

under FNS regulations, State and county welfare departments

operate local offices that are responsible for determining

households' eligibility and benefit entitlement.

To ensure that this process results in correct decisions--i.e.,

that benefits go to eligible households in the correct
amounts--FNS and the States operate a QC system. The QC system

takes a "snap-shot" of the benefits delivered in each State

each year based on a monthly sample of eases. An extensive

review of this sample determines whether each case was eligible
to receive benefits in the selected month, and, if so, whether
it received the correct amount of benefits. Based on these

reviews, several "error rates" are computed for each State.

The payment error rate is an estimate of the percentage of

total food stamp benefits that were given to ineligible

households or given in excess of the correct amount. The
underissuance error rate estimates the percentage of total food

stamp benefits that were paid below the amount an eligible
household should have received. Caseload error rates estimate

the percentage of oases in a State that contain an error. Each

of these rates may be used as a s,_mmary statistic to describe

States' performance in delivering benefits accurately.



The QC system is designed to: (1) identify faults in program

administration that contribute to erroneous payments and (2)

reduce the extent of misspent benefit dollars. To accomplish
these goals, the system measures the extent and dollar value of

"errors," and identifies the types and causes of error.

The information collected by the QC system is then used for

several purposes. FNS and the States have analyzed the data to

identify types of cases that seem particularly difficult to

administer or local offices that may have unacceptably high
error rates. This information can serve as a basis for

corrective action plans that seek to reduce or eliminate
errors. In addition, error rates have been treated as

performance measures, and FNS has encouraged States with high
error rates to tighten their administrative practices.

Although the QC system has evolved over a period of about 15

years, recent concern has resulted in legislation that has

sought to strengthen the ability of States to detect and

prevent errors in determining applicant eligibility. The Food

Stamp and Commodity Distribution Amendments of 1981 required
monthly reporting to improve States' abilities to verify

participant-reported information, and to detect and prevent

issuance errors. The Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 required

state agencies administering food stamp and other assistance

programs to develop an income and eligibility system based on

an exchange of wage and benefit information between Federal

programs. Other legislation formalized a liability system in
which States with high error rates could suffer fiscal

penalties. The Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1980 held States

financially responsible for overissuances exceeding established

target error rates. The Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1982

revised this error rate sanction system and provided States

with enhanced funding, under certain conditions, for having
error rates below a specified target. Finally, the Food

Security Act of 1985 requires FNS to suspend the application of

these sanctions to conduct a comprehensive examination of the

QC system, including an analysis by the National Academy of
Sciences.

In spite of such legislative and related administrative

measures, substantial amounts of over- and underissuances

continue to occur. Food and Nutrition Service data for FY 1984

indicate that States' error rates have improved but, because of

increases in total program outlays, annual overpayment errors



still account for losses of about $900 million (an error rate

of about 8.4 percent). As a result, the QC system continues to

be a major focus of policy interest.

State quality control staff operate the QC system under Federal

instructions and guidelines. The process consists of five
stages of work (see figure 1.1 for an example of a typical QC

process).

1. Design. Federal regulations allow States to make certain

decisions regarding the design of the QC process. These
decisions comprise determining the size of the QC sample

and the method for allocating and choosing the sample to be
reviewed.

2. Review. This stage involves selecting actual cases,

assigning cases to reviewers, conducting necessary field
work to assess the validity of participant-reported

information and agency actions, recording results, and

internal supervisory reviewing.

3. QC Data Compilation. The State agency collects reviewers'
case data and recorded results, and manipulates these data

to aggregate rates of various types of errors.

4. QC Data Analysis. States analyze the QC data as part of
their overall evaluation efforts to identify sources of
deficiencies and to define corrective actions.

5. Federal Review. States must ultimately report data to

their FNS regional office. Federal personnel then conduct

a re-review of a sample of State QC eases to verify the
accuracy of State-reported findings.

The five stages of the QC process are discussed in more detail

in the following sections.

System Design Regardless of some variations among States, the process
of designing and selecting the QC samples consists of four

major tasks. First, the state agency unit responsible for

developing the QC sample must estimate the size of the state's
caseload (average monthly active caseload and average monthly

negative actions) over the review period, as a basis for

determining the sampling intervals necessary to yield the

desired sample size. Ongoing forecasting of caseload trends

may be used during the course of a review period to update

estimates of the sampling yield and to adjust sampling

4



FIGURE I. 1

EXAMPLE OF THE QC REVIEW PROCESS
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intervals. Second, decisions must be made about stratification

and sampling rates for different categories of the caseload.

For instance, samples may be allocated between AFDC/food stamp

and non-AFDC/food stamp households where the integrated QC
system is used, or the caseload may be stratified even more

finely to ensure desired sample sizes for subgroups of the non-

AFDC/food stamp households. Third, accurate sample frames must
be established each month for active households and negative

actions. This process entails analyzing both eligible case

files and negative actions to exclude certain categories of

households (e.g., eligible but nonparticipating households

under fraud investigation or households closed due to

expiration of the certification period). From the two final

sample frames, the state agency applies the predefined sample

strata and sampling rates to select the sample, and forwards
the sample lists to the QC review unit. Samples are selected

monthly at rates that are expected to yield the desired annual

sample sizes.

Under recent Federal regulations, minimum sample sizes have

been reduced. Thus, for instance, the largest States are now

obligated to review a total of only 1,200 cases a year (rather

than every 6 months, as had been the case earlier), as long as

they agree not to contest their error rates based on inadequate

sampling precision. In some instances, this reduction in

sample size may be motivated simply by a desire to reduce the
administrative cost of the review process--an option that may

be particularly attractive in States that have very low error
rates and have confidence that smaller samples will continue to

provide evidence of low error rates. In other States, the

decision to take advantage of lower sampling requirements may

reflect the position that resources for reviews can be better
spent on other efforts that could be more cost efficient in

reducing errors. For example, reviewers may examine a

supplemental sample of case files (without household interviews
or collateral contacts). This supplemental sample allows error

rate results to be obtained for individual offices and helps

pinpoint administrative problems that lead to agency errors at
the local level.



With regard to sample stratification, an important factor that

can influence the decision of a state to stratify its food

stamp participants for sample selection is whether the state

draws an integrated QC sample. For instance, some States

conduct joint AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamp Program QC reviews
for cases that receive these types of assistance. Since in

most States a considerably higher percentage of AFDC recipients

also receive food stamps than visa versa, a sample of AFDC/food

stamp households can satisfy a high percentage of the AFDC QC

sample requirements. Thus, to gain the efficiencies of

combining both reviews into one review process, a state can

stratify its food stamp population, and sample at differential

rates for AFDC/food stamp households and non-AFDC food stamp

househoIds to ensure that non-AFDC food stamp households are

adequately represented. The stratification strategy chosen may
also reflect a state's emphasis on using QC results and

analyzing QC data to develop corrective action strategies.
When cases are selected at different rates from different

strata of the caseload, the review results from each stratum

must be weighted to arrive at a correct error rate for the
caseload as a whole.

The Review Sampled cases for review are assigned monthly to QC
Process reviewers, who may work out of a central state location

or out of dispersed district or area offices. Reviewers

assemble material from the Local Food Stamp Agency (LFSA)
eligibility files, conduct interviews with households, and

gather corroborative information from collateral sources (e.g.,
employers). Information on the characteristics and

circumstances of the household, as well as data that identify

QC variances or errors and the dollar amount of the variances,

are coded onto FNS-prescribed schedules. Coded household QC
schedules then pass through a review process themselves to

ensure that they are correctly coded, that they accurately

reflect QC and food stamp policy, and that they are accompanied

by adequate documentation. In a typical state, such review is

likely to be performed by the direct supervisors of QC

reviewers, and may be repeated by QC intermediate-level

managers. At the central state office level, a final review of

error cases is usually conducted. Throughout this series of
direct reviews and subsequent re-reviews, hard copy files of QC

schedules and documentation often move from office to office,

and must be tracked to monitor productivity and protect against

the loss of sampled cases and their data.



Cases identified by the review process as containing errors are

often sent back to the LFSA, whose staff are allowed to comment

on the error findings. Specifically, LFSA staff identify any

information on the household not considered by the reviewer or

included in the documentation that may refute the error

finding. Such counter-arguments by LFSA staff are considered
in final state-level decisions about whether an error was made

by either the agency or the household. The QC schedules

containing the final findings are then prepared for data entry,

compilation, and analysis.

Two types of variation between States in terms of the scrutiny

of QC case results following the initial review should be

noted. First, the number of supervisory reviews and their

thoroughness may vary. At a minimum, supervisors examine case

results their reviewers prepare. In some States, the

supervisors' superiors, who may be area QC managers, may also
check each review.

The second variation concerns what occurs at the state level.

Normally, States conduct a central office review of cases that

contain errors and cases that have been dropped from the review

sample. In some States, the QC office alone may conduct the

central office review using an individual or small review

committee. In other States, a broader administrative review

committee may be formed, with membership extending outside the

QC unit to include representatives from other parts of the Food

Stamp Agency, such as the policy office, the corrective action
office, the research and analysis group, and the food stamp

field operations section. Such broader participation in
examining error cases can be viewed as a vehicle for:

(1) ensuring that QC results accurately reflect both QC and

food stamp policies; (2) providing direct feedback to the QC
unit when policy is misinterpreted; and (3) helping to identify

the types of policy or procedural changes that could be used as
corrective actions.

Compilation The state office enters the QC data into a computer file
of QC Results for later communication to FNS, and to allow the Food

Stamp Agency bo conduct its own analysis of QC results. The

most common method for creating these files is the use of

software that was developed by FNS for use on a Televideo



microcomputer system. Using this system, the States can

transmit individual case data over telephone lines to FNS. The

software also enables States to perform all the analyses

required to arrive at the error rate statistics they must

report to FNS, as well as to perform certain other types of

analyses.

Analysis of QC Whereas QC error rates provide the outcome measures that
Data serve as uniform benchmarks for state administrative

performance, a variety of additional types of analyses can be

conducted to provide guidance for corrective action to resolve

deficiencies in the certification process. Using the raw data

from the QC schedules and a variety of statistical methods,

States can develop models to identify groups of household

characteristics that are associated with higher error rates or

that identify particular factors in the eligibility
determination process (possibly associated with particular

types of households) that appear to give rise to frequent

errors. The most common of the techniques used in this work is
error-prone profile analysis.

Federal Review A subsample of each State's QC oases is selected by the

and Error Rate respective FNS regional office staff and subjected to a
Liabilities second review. A State's error rate ls determined by

using information from both QC samples.

Fiscal liabilities are then imposed if the State's federally

validated and adjusted error rate exceeds the congressionally

mandated target (e.g., 5 percent in FY 1985). Such liabilities

for overissuances in a given fiscal year are based on the

amount of a State's federally reimbursed administrative cost

for that fiscal year. The Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1982
require that the Federal reimbursement of States'

administrative costs (normally 50 percent) be reduced by 5

percent for each t percent or fraction thereof (up to 3

percent) by which the State's overissuance rate exceeds the

target rate. For example, a State that had a 7-percent error

rate in fiscal year 1985 would lose 10 percent of its Federal
reimbursement for administrative costs--5 percent for each of

the 2 percentage points in excess of the 5-percent target
rate. If the State's error rate exceeds the target by more

than 3 percent, the State would lose 10 percent of its Federal
administrative funding for each percent or fraction thereof

exceeding the 3-percent difference. In all cases, the amount
that a State could lose in administrative funds cannot exceed



the actual amount of overissuances represented by the

difference between the error rate and the 5-percent target
rate.

The Food Stamp Program also provides incentive payments to

States who reduce their cumulative quality control sample error

rate (payment error and underissuance rates) to 5 percent or
less for an annual review period. These States receive a 10-

percent increase in the Federal match for administrative

expenses--from the normal 50-percent to a 60-percent share of
costs. To receive this match incentive, a State's official

negative case error rate must be less than the national

weighted mean negative case error rate applicable during the

review period.

B. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Two components of the QC census serve as useful background to

the presentation of results: (1) the sample of agency systems

covered in the interviews, and (2) the method by which

interviews were conducted. These two topics are discussed
below.

The general aim of the QC census was to describe the systems

used in each state through interviews with state Food Stamp

Agency staff. Interview respondents were nominated by state

directors or their delegates in preliminary telephone

discussions with senior research staff. In most instances, a

single respondent was suggested, most often a senior staff

member of the state office responsible for the QC system. In

some instances, the State director suggested several different
respondents for particular parts of the instrument.

Occasionally, the primary respondent(s) referred the

interviewers to other agency staff for answers to specific
questions.

The questionnaire used to collect information about the QC

system (see appendix A) consisted of six separate "modules"

dealing with different areas of interest:

Module 1: Organizational Information. Includes questions

related to: the organization responsible for carrying out

QC reviews, analyzing QC data, and preparing reports; other

responsibilities these organizations might have; and

whether the food stamp QC system was integrated with other

public assistance programs.
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Module 2: Costs of the State Quality Control Systems.
Includes detailed questions on personnel and nonpersonnel
costs.

Module 3: Composition of QC Reviews. Focuses on various

factors related to variations in the cost of conducting QC
reviews, including: the education and experience of QC

reviewers, salary levels, staff size and allocation of

staff to Food Stamp QC reviews, average time to conduct a

QC review both in total and by specific activity, and the

effect of various ease characteristics on the time required

to complete a ease review.

Module 4: Supplementation of Basic QC Design for Active
Case Reviews. Includes questions on the number of cases

sampled for inclusion in the calculation of the State's

error rate; the collection of additional information about

the selected QC cases; and whether the State conducts any

additional QC reviews, the number conducted, for what

purposes, and how the procedures used differ from those

used as part of the basic QC system.

Module 5: Analysis QC Data. Deals with the ways in which

States use QC data as a management information system.

Module 6: Quality Control Procedures. Includes questions

related to: the respondent's opinion of the stringency of
their State's QC procedures relative to other States, their

opinion of their respective FNS Regional Office, procedures

used to notify local offices in advance of conducting

QC reviews and any prior preparation they might do,
responsibility for error determination, and procedures used
to re-review QC cases.

On average, the interview required about 35 minutes to

complete, not including the time spent identifying the

appropriate respondents and scheduling a convenient time to
conduct the interview. In most instances, the data were

collected from one or two individuals in each State, typically

a designated member of the organizational unit responsible for

conducting the QC reviews and, in many cases, from different

individuals in a budget office to collect the necessary cost
data.
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Although the QC instrument consisted almost entirely of

structured response questions, the telephone interviewing

method used involved a great deal of discussion of the

questions and probing for clarification of responses. Every

completed interview was reviewed by the senior project

researcher assigned to the QC topic. As the interviews
proceeded, these reviews identified the need for further

clarification of the intent of specific questions and their

interpretation in the context of particular system

characteristics. As a result, "question clarification"
statements were prepared and distributed to interviewers to

guide them in further administration of particular interview
questions.

C. SCOPE OF REPORTED RESULTS

In most cases, the respondents were very cooperative and had

prepared for the interview by collecting needed information

from other individuals. However, certain data were not

generally maintained by the States at the level requested,

which required the respondents to make reasonable estimates
(this was often the case with the cost information).

Regardless, the respondents appreciated the importance of this

survey and tried their best to provide an accurate picture of

their State's operations.

The QC interviews were designed to provide consistent,
systematic profiles of all of the state systems examined, and

to present the data collected in a structured form to allow
comparison of systems on commonly defined dimensions. As a

result, the instrument design emphasized developing carefully
worded questions that would elicit structured, eodable

responses. Although this approach makes it possible to compare
systems and summarize system features, it also leads to certain

inevitable weaknesses in the instrument's ability to capture
detail and subtle differences among systems. An interview

format composed of more open-ended questions to obtain

information on system characteristics--focusing on the salient

features of each system--would provide more detail and clarity

about individual systems. This approach was rejected, however,

because it would most likely complicate the compilation of
summary information and comparison among systems.

The one area that posed the greatest difficulty was Module 2,
dealing with the cost of State QC systems. In general, the

States did not keep records that would allow them to

12



disaggregate expenditures into the cost categories specified in
the questionnaire. This was a particular problem for the costs

of personnel responsible for drawing the QC sample, analyzing
the QC data, and preparing reports. In those States that have

integrated QC systems, it was also difficult to identify

individual cost elements specific to the Food Stamp Program.

Similarly, costs that are not generally accounted for on a

functional basis (e.g., data processing) were very difficult to

allocate to QC system operations.

Another area of difficulty was Module 3, which dealt with

QC review time and the time required for specific review
activities. Respondents often made a point of qualifying their

answers as estimates when no time study had been done.

D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report is divided into five parts. Part

II presents findings related to the cost of State QC systems
and factors that seem to affect such costs. Part III focuses

on State efforts to supplement the basic QC system by
collecting additional data and/or conducting additional

reviews. Part IV discusses State procedures for analyzing OC

data. Finally, part V deals with selected operational
characteristics.

13



II. THE COST OF STATE QC SYSTEMS

This part of the report focuses on the cost of operating active
caseload QC systems (costs related to negative case actions are

excluded). Part II is divided into three separate sections:

the first presents the costs reported by each of the 53 state

agencies included in the census survey, both in total and

separated by staff function and type (e.g., travel, computer);

the second examines factors related to variations in personnel
costs, including allocation of time by QC reviewers among

tasks, case characteristics, staff characteristics, and

productivity; and the final section deals with organizational

characteristics and their relationship to costs.

A. COMPARISON OF STATE COSTS

Operating a quality control system requires a significant
amount of resources. The tasks required to select cases for

review, independently verify applicant-reported information and

local office eligibility determinations, and report the data to

FNS are very labor intensive and demand a relatively high level

of expertise on the part of the assigned staff.

The Food Stamp Program is unique because benefits are

completely federally funded. As a result, the gains achieved

by the QC system (i.e., the correction of detected error cases

and, in the long run, the prevention of applicant- and agency-

caused errors) do not represent direct cost savings for the

state agency. Although the imposition of sanctions for
excessive error rates seems to have contributed to a decline in

the incidence of payment errors, the current funding structure

does not provide the same type of fiscal incentives to improve

accountability found in other Federal programs (FNS does,

however, reimburse States for 50 percent of their
administrative costs). Consequently, States must expend their

limited administrative funds to reduce errors in a program

where they do not have the advantage of offsetting savings from
reduced benefit expenditures.

Table II.1 provides detailed information about the cost of

operating the current QC system for each State, including:

personnel costs (both total and by functional category);

nonpersonnel costs (both total and by type of expenditure);
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the size and composition of the food stamp caseload as of
January 1986;

whether the QC system is integrated with other welfare

programs;

the size of the QC sample used for reporting error

information to FNS (this excludes any supplemental samples

the state may select for review); and

the median cost per review (i.e., total state operating

costs divided by the size of the QC sample).1/

Totals and, in some cases, medians are also provided by FNS

region and for the Nation as a whole.

As discussed in part I, questions about the cost of operating

QC systems were the most problematic component of this part of

the state census survey. Limitations of existing recordkeeping

systems, differences in definitions of cost categories and

allocation procedures, and variations in the extent to which

the States tried to develop accurate cost estimates made it
difficult to compare and contrast speeific cost elements among

the States. Although the overall per ease cost estimates for

each of the seven FNS regions appear to be reasonable, the

disparity in individual cost items among States is such that

great caution is recommended in drawing conclusions about the

degree of States' efficiency on the basis of these data.

The median cost of a QC review Is about $479, ranging from a

low of $372 in the Mountain Plains region to a high of $584 in

the Midwest region. Although the variation among States is
fairly large, the relative stability of the estimates among the

seven FNS regions does increase our confidence in the median as

a reasonable indication of the cost of operating a typical QC

system.

1/Only the number of QC reviews actually reported to FNS was
used to calculate this average. Other reviews were excluded

because of differences in procedures; we did not have the

information needed to pool the samples on a consistent and

comparable basis. However, an examination of average costs
according to whether or not the state supplemented the OC

sample did not yield any significant relationship.
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Of the total, approximately 88 percent ($401) is associated

with the cost of personnel.2__/ This amount can be further
broken down into 65 percent for QC reviewers ($240), 9 percent

for the staff who draw the samples and analyze the QC data

($33), 17 percent for supervisory personnel ($63), 6 percent

for olerieat and data entry staff ($24), and 3 percent for

other professionals (e.g., legal services, administrative

assistants). The remaining 12 percent of the total ($53)

covers various nonpersonnel costs, including travel ($14), data

processing ($5), and "other" ($24), which consists of the cost
of general overhead expenses.

Although States having integrated QC systems were asked to

report only those costs associated with the food stamp portion
of these systems, there was concern that this may have in part

contributed to the wide variations noted among the States. At
least one difference was found: the difference between the

median personnel costs associated with QC review for integrated

and nonintegrated States is $268 ($345 versus $613). The

distribution of States by average cost per review and whether
they use an integrated or nonintegrated system are s_mmarized
in table II.2.

Similarly, we also examined differences in costs as a function

of the composition of the food stamp caseload; in particular,

the proportion of the caseload that were no-public-assistance

(NPA) cases. Because States reported that NPA cases typically

required more time to review,.33/we wanted to see if such
variations among States contributed to the observed differences

in the cost of conducting a QC review. The distribution is

provided in table II.3.

--2/Subeategories do not add to the total because of different

numbers of missing observations in the individual columns.

Overall percentages are calculated from median totals for

personnel and nonpersonnel costs. Subcategory percentages are
derived by first combining suboategory costs, and then

computing subeategory percentages.

--3/This is largely due to the fact that NPA eases typically have

more members with earnings requiring verification.

20



TABLE II .2

AVERAGE REVIEW COSTS OF INTEGRATED AND NONINTEGRATED STATES

Averase Cost Integrated Nonintegrated

Under$300 5 2

$301-$400 5 5
$401-$500 2 6
$501- $600 3 5

$601-$700 4 4
$Over$700 2 4

Missing 4 2

TOTAL 25 28
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TABLE II.3

AVERAGE REVIEW COSTS OF STATES WITH VARYING NPA CASELOADS

Percent NPA Cases

Average Cost Under 20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% Over 80% Totals

Under$300 0 1 2 3 0 6

$301- $400 0 0 2 3 5 10
$401- $500 0 0 5 3 0 8

$501- $600 0 2 2 1 2 7

$601- $700 1 2 1 3 1 8

Over$700 0 1 2 1 2 6

Missing = 8
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Based on this comparison, it does not appear that State

differences in the proportion of NPA food stamp cases are
directly associated with differences in total costs for the QC

review function. This is not to say, however, that such case
differences do not lead to higher or lower expenditures within

a State. Rather, it is likely that the relationship may be

obscured by other factors.

B. COMPOSITION OF PERSONNEL COSTS

As stated previously, the major cost element in any food stamp
QC system is personnel. Similar to the labor-intensive

certification and recertifieation processes for ongoing food

stamp eligibility, the review of a random sample of food stamp

ease dispositions and awards requires a significant amount of

staff resources. This section of the report focuses on the

staff activities that compose the review process, and the

characteristics (household size, receipt of earnings) and types

of cases (PA versus NPA) subject to review and their effect on

the time devoted to each activity. A description of the QC

reviewers follows, in terms of job experience, education, and

salary. Finally, we examine staff productivity based on QC

sample size, reviewer FTE's, and review cost by state to arrive
at a relative indication of QC system efficiency.

Time Spent In conducting the QC portion of the Food Stamp Program

on Specific Operations Study, we asked state QC staff to estimate the
QC Functions amount of time a reviewer would spend on an average

active case QC review, counting all activities that compose the

review process. Given the individual state responses of the
QC staff shown in table 11.4, column 1, we found that, across

all States, a median value of 12 hours is necessary to complete
a QC case review, or about 1.5 work days. Throughout this

time, reviewers carry out several tasks. Specifically, these
include: a desk review of the case record; interviews with

clients or collateral contacts; travel to meet with clients,
perform collateral checks, and pick up case records from

LFSA's; collecting information to verify client-reported data
in the case record and other extraneous information;

determining whether an error had been made in the disposition

or award during the review period; writing up a report of the

review; and any other activities that might be carried out.
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The time spent on each activity for a specific review will

vary. For example, a reviewer might have little or no
difficulty obtaining documentation from the client and

collateral sources to verify information included in the case

record, and thus spends little time on this task. Yet in the

same instance, the reviewer may need to travel a great distance

to obtain that information. Because of this variation, we

asked the respondents to estimate the percent of review time
spent among these activities, again assuming a normal case QC
review. Based on these individual state responses, as shown in

table II.4, the median amount of review time spent on each

activity is: 20 percent on verification; 5.5 percent on

travel; 15 percent on write-up; 15 percent on desk review;

10 percent on error determination; 10 percent to conduct client

interviews; 5 percent to carry out the revised benefit computa-

tions; and 11.5 percent on other review activities. Relating

these percentages to the median time spent on a QC case review

(12 hours), we might expect a reviewer to spend about 2.4 hours

verifying client information or making collateral checks, about

2 hours traveling or writing up the review report, and another
2 hours conducting the desk review. Slightly more than I hour
would be needed to either determine if there is a case error or

to conduct any interviews. Revised benefit computations take

slightly less than 45 minutes.

To illustrate each State's approach to these activities, we

examined their individual responses according to which factor

composed the largest portion of their review time. Of the
States that responded, 43 percent indicated that the greatest

percentage of normal review time was spent on verification and

collateral checks (table II.4, column 5). The time allocated
for this activity (in those States where this constitutes the

largest percent of review time) ranged between 15 and 50 per-

cent, with a median value of approximately 25 percent. Verifi-

cation in the QC review involves "establishing the accuracy of

the elements of eligibility and basis of issuance"4/ for

specific sampled cases. This is central to a review process

4--/FNSHandbook 310, The Food Stamp Pro,ram Qualit_Control
Review Handbook. Food and Nutrition Service, Alexandria,
Virginia, April 1984, p. 85.
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TABLE 11,4

AVERAGE QC CASE REVIEW TIME AND

PERCENT OF TIME SPENT ON EACH REVIEW ACTIVITY

Average QC Review Desk Verification/ Error

Sidle Time (tn Hours) Review Travel Interview Collateral Check Computation Determination Write-Up Other

Aldb..,mu 13.0 15% 10% 15% 15% 10% 10% 13% I2%

AId:,k_l 12.O 8 13 6 25 13 17 13 6

_ zono 9.g 24 15 6 20 2 8 15 10

Arkdrlb,'t, 16.5 12 18 6 12 3 12 24 12

dlilurni d a - -

C_lurdd_, 11.5 15 10 15 30 5 5 20 -

_onnuclicut 12.0 18 g g 27 9 13 14 -

bc)dwdru ti.5 JO _ 10 30 10 10 tO 15

I,t, ict of Columbia 19.8 16 9 10 9 5 I1 25 15

_iof,dd 17.6 20 20 8 17 9 2 23 1

_,uo. J,d 14.0 ......

',_lm 4.3 25 8 4 2 4 32 10 15

I,awd' 7.5 15 7 10 20 5 15 15 13

d,_l,(, 6.5 8 23 12 15 4 - - 38

IJJlQ_ItJ ......

I_,dl_i,s 20.0 10 10 10 50 5 5 I0 -

'owd 9.2 ....

Kal)SdS 10,4 20 10 I0 10 5 5 35 5

K_ntucky 18.0 10 15 JO _0 10 JO i5 -

louisidn,_ 14.0 15 25 5 20 3 5 25 2

Moine 15.0 13 27 6 13 6 6 27 2

Mdryldnd 15.6 6 10 7 19 16 23 19 -

Ma$sachu_eil's 13.0 I0 10 10 20 5 20 10 15

Michigan 12.0 13 12 g 29 6 10 13 8

Minnesota I1.0 9 27 9 14 4 9 14 14

Mississippi 12.0 6 25 20 25 10 3 9 2

Missouri 12.0 25 20 20 I0 10 10 5 -

Montana - - - - -

d Indicalcs either non-response or donlt know,

Continued



TABLE 11.4

AVERAGE OC CASE REVIEW TIME AND

PERCENT OF TIME SPENT ON EACH REVIEW ACTIVITY--CONTINUED

Average @C Review Desk Verif ication/ Error

Stdle Time (In Hours) Review Travel Interview Col lateral Check Computation Determination Write-Up Other

N._.br'_,._k.:, 10.0 ! 9:_ 2.5_ 13% 20% 1% 2:_ 20% -

Nt_wJdd 5.8 45 29 7 _a - - t9

NC:WIhltllp_hil"_ 11 e5 15 12 10 25 3 10 20 5

r',luw .iur't, uy II ,,6 10 20 10 20 5 10 20 15

Nc:w Hex i co 20.0 20 20 10 20 I0 10 I0 -

Ni;w York 16.O 17 26 4 26 4 9 I 3 -

(',1,._,t h C:_._O( i nd .......

NOr II, J)dkOtd 4eO .......

'Otl l t..) 9.5 20 25 15 20 -- -- -- 20

Ok I ,shu.l,J 13.4 8 30 12 17 6 9 I 7 1

O, _-I, ," 8,0 ......

·',.:tlr*', FI v,_ll i d gmo 11 22 I 1 33 - - I I 11

W_,_.IL; Ibldlld 14,0 10 15 15 15 5 10 30

-_.,,,t*_, L._uol_,J 11,,5 8 16 I1 ll 5 10 34 5

,* 'klJll I_lrJkOJd 26 I1 6 37 3 - 3 15

1_,,I,c,,',_;_ 16,O 15 20 10 25 10 10 10

:,=x,_ t2.0 16 10 i6 16 2 5 16 19

'dh I5,6 .....

_.r I,u. I 14,4 iO 25 10 I0 10 25 10 -

,',ruin I '_ I ,Jndb 5 5 10 50 10 5 10 5

'_/r{ rg { Il I *.1 13.5 15 18 13 24 5 15 10 -

Wdbh i I'lg I ,.)d geo 21 15 ! 1 33 ! 10 8 1

Wusl Virginia 15,,0 17 16 15 17 2 3 15 15

Wi scc, n_i n 16,0 I0 15 10 15 15 15 15 5

Wyoming 7,3 15 i9 15 12 - - 39

a Indicate5 either non-response or donH know.



intended to measure caseload validity. Therefore, it should be

encouraging that a relatively large number of States chose this

activity as the most time consuming part of the review.

Twenty-three percent of the state QC staff indicated that

travel forms the largest portion of a QC case review (table
II.4, column 3). In these States, the median portion of review

time for travel is about 25 percent. Although we inquired

separately about the verification and travel activities of the

QC case review, it is important to note that travel constitutes

the means to obtain verifying information and cheeks of collat-

eral. If information in the case record is found to be lacking

during the active ease review, the reviewer will likely have to
schedule an interview with the client and/or visit landlords,

banks, employers, etc. to obtain the information about

household circumstances that is not adequately verified in the

ease record or by the household. Thus, reviewers (especially

when a case selected for QC sample review is located in a

remote area) could potentially spend a great deal o£ time going
from their office to visit a home or collateral contact. In

addition, some state QC reviewers visit the local offices to

obtain the case record for the review. Depending on the

distance between the state reviewer's location and the LFSA,

this task might also take a great deal of reviewer time. Based
on the responses of the study States, the means to obtaining

information to substantiate client-reported information
(travel), and the actual check of this information

(verification), each account for approximately one-quarter of
QC case review time.

Almost one-fifth of the States identified ease review write-up
as the largest portion of the normal QC review process. In

these States, as shown in table II.4, column 8, a median 26

percent of a reviewer's time is spent documenting verification
of the ease information and compiling the report of the QC
review.

Nine percent of the States that responded indicate that desk
review and error determination each compose the largest amount

of a QC reviewer's ease review time. In addition, 2 percent

specified either client interviews or computation (see

table II.4, columns 2, ?, and 4, respectively).
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Several respondents specified that their allocation of case

review time was a professional estimate. However, other States

had measured review time allocation systematically. For

example, the state OC organizations in Texas and Tennessee
performed Random Moment Time Studies. Both of these States
conducted their studies to determine how to allocate the cost

of their QC reviewer time among the various assistance
programs. In both States, the studies involved taking a number
of individual observations of staff activities at random
intervals. The observations are taken when staff are

"signaled" to document the time, case identifier, task code,

and program of the ease they are currently reviewing. In

Texas, each staff member participating in the study received an

electronic beeper device, which they were instructed to turn on

at the start of their shift. When the beeper sounded, they
made the appropriate entries in a Random Moment Survey

Document. In Tennessee, a contact person in the QC unit

completed a report of each randomly selected staff member's

activities. The contact person was informed early in the

sample day of the appropriate staff to contact. Both of these

methods allowed the States to derive statistically valid

estimates of QC reviewer time by program and activity.

Almost one-fifth of the States in the study were unable to

provide any breakdown on the time components of a normal QC

case review. However, they did indicate that they had

previously submitted such data to FNS. Some state staff who

were able to locate their copy of the information based their

activity breakdown on the previously submitted data. However,

if the information was not readily available, many believed it

best not to attempt to offer estimates.

Effect of The amount of reviewer time spent to conduct a ease QC

Case review may vary from the norm depending on the type of QC
Characteristics review process in the state, the type of case reviewed

on Staff Time (PA or NPA), and the characteristics of the sample case

(household size, receipt of earnings, etc.). States can choose

to perform QC reviews for food stamp cases exclusively, or can
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opt to integrate the food stamp reviews with those for other

assistance programs. Currently, 47 percent of the study States
integrate their reviews (see table II.l). Of these, all (100

percent) have integrated the food stamp review with the AFDC QC
review; 64 percent with Medicaid QC reviews; and, in

Massachusetts, with AFDC, Medicaid, and general assistance QC
reviews.

This distinction in review process requires attention to
another factor: ease type, either PA or NPA. Essentially,

States that conduct nonintegrated reviews are always examining
the food stamp aspects of a ease. Differences in the reviews

exist only as a result of case type in that PA cases have
public assistance income. However, for these PA cases, no

review of their eligibility for other assistance programs would

be conducted. States that conduct integrated reviews actually

conduct two types of reviews, depending on the type of ease.

For NPA cases, a food stamp case QC review is done. For PA

cases_ review activities are conducted not only for food stamp
aspects of the case, but also for the ease information that

relates to certain other assistance programs.

With this in mind, we can first examine the amount of time

required to conduct an average active QC case review (shown in

column 1 of table II.4) for States with integrated reviews and

for States with nonintegrated reviews. Overall, for each

group, the review time is very similar: a median of 12 hours

for a state with an integrated review process, and 13 hours for

a state that separates its food stamp QC reviews from other

assistance program QC reviews.

Next, we can look at the responses given when the QC staff were

asked to estimate the time required to review an average, easy,

and hard PA and NPA case. Based on the individual responses
for States with integrated reviews and for States with non-

integrated reviews, the median times for States with each type

of review process are summarized in table II.5. (See appendix

tables B.t and B.2 for individual State response data.)
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TABLE II. 5

MEDIAN REVIEW TIMES OF INTEGRATED AND NONINTEGRATED STATES

Integrated NonIntegrated

CaseType QC Review QC Review

EasyNPA 8 hours 9 hours

AverageNPA 12 hours 14hours
HardNPA 17hours 18hours

EasyPA 9 hours 8 hours

AveragePA t2 hours 11 hours
HardPA 17hours 14hours
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Among States with integrated QC reviews there appears to be
little distinction between the median amount of review time

required for a NPA or PA ease. However, when the QC

respondents in those States conducting integrated reviews were
asked to indicate the incremental amount of time needed to

review the non-food-stamp aspects of a PA case, a median of 2.5
additional hours were indicated. For those States without

integrated QC, average and hard NPA cases generally appear to

take longer than the respective PA eases, while easy NPA and PA
cases have similar median revie_ times. When the median review

time is compared between States with integrated and noninte-

grated QC, the only differences appear to be between average

NPA cases--2 hours longer in nonintegrated review States, and
hard PA cases--3 hours longer in integrated review States.

In general, we might expect that NPA eases (of similar case

composition) would require a similar mix of review activities,

regardless of whether or not other assistance programs are
included in the review. However, for PA eases, an integrated

review process requires attention to more than one assistance

program. Thus, while time economies might be realized through

some review activities, it is reasonable to expect that other

activities would take more time. For example, if a case

receives food stamps and AFDC, the travel, interview, and

verification activities for each assistance program could be

accomplished at the same time. However, the desk review,
computation, error determination, and write-up activities would

need to be conducted separately for food stamps and AFDC. For

a similar PA ease in a state without integrated reviews, the

first set of activities might last just as long, but the latter

need only be conducted for food stamps. This expected
variation is only somewhat evident from the 1-hour difference
in PA review time between integrated and nonintegrated States.

The similarity in review time (in States with integrated
reviews) between an average PA and NPA case is somewhat

surprising. As noted above, an integrated PA ease review

involves certain activities (desk review, computation error

determination, and write-up) that must be conducted separately
for each assistance program, thereby lengthening the total

review time. This expected increase i_sssupported by the 2.5-
hour estimate of incremental PA review time indicated in these

States, but is not evident in the average NPA and PA case
review time estimates.
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Three factors may help to explain these results. First, the

concepts of average, easy, and hard are subjective, and are

therefore prone to individual respondent interpretation. Often

in the case of hard or easy, a particularly extreme instance
may come to mind and serve as the benchmark for an estimate.

Second, QC procedural differences not captured in this analysis

might well influence the time required to review a case.

Therefore, across-state comparisons based on review time and
review process do not control for these other influential

factors, and will likely obscure the actual similarities or

differences in review time that exist within a state. Finally
and most importantly, the definition of what constitutes a PA

or NPA case is subject to state definition. Therefore,

households where all members receive food stamps but not all

receive AFDC, for example, may be categorized as a PA in some
States or as an NPA in others. This variation in state

approach to case type makes any definitive conclusion of QC

review time comparison by case type virtually impossible.

Case type may instead influence which review process the State

chooses. This is evidenced by the variation in the proportion

of PA and NPA cases among States with integrated and noninte-
grated review processes (see table II.l). Of the 47 percent of

the States conducting integrated reviews, 20 percent have a

larger percentage of PA households in their caseload, 12

percent are approximately balanced between PA's and NPA's,5/
and 44 percent have a larger NPA caseload. In contrast, the
total caseload in States without integrated review processes

consists of 14 percent with either larger PA caseloads, or a
relative balance between PA's and NPA's, and 71 percent with

more NPA households. Thus, it may be more practical for States
with relatively significant numbers of PA households to carry

out the integrated reviews. In so doing, they may be abIe to

satisfy their QC case review requirements for food stamps and

other public assistance programs with a somewhat smaller number
of total reviews.

5/For this report, a state caseload is considered balanced if

the NPA and PA ease proportions are between 45 and

55 percent.
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Looking at the characteristics of a case selected randomly for

review also might help explain variations in case QC review

time. Respondents were asked to rate specific case

characteristics in terms of whether they lead to a large

(greater than 60 minutes), medium (between 20 and 60 minutes),
or small (under 20 minutes) amount of increased review time.

The characteristics we inquired about were: presence of earned

income; presence of unearned income; five or more members;
receipt of AFDC, Medicaid, and food stamp benefits; receipt of

general assistance and food stamp benefits; identification of

an error; located in remote local offices; located far from the
local office; and any other characteristics the respondents

cared to specify. The state responses to this question are
shown in appendix table B.3.

As shown in table II.6, consensus does appear to exist among

the state respondents regarding the amount of increased review

time several of these characteristics necessitate. Eighty-one

percent of the study States indicated that a case that contains

an error will likely increase the usual case QC review by more

than 1 hour. The response of the QC staff regarding this

characteristic is quite understandable. If the information
that was used to authorize the sample month issuance and the

information that should have been used are at variance, or if
" the reviewerfood stamp policy was not properly applied, . . .

must determine whether the information was incorrect at the

time of the last certification action or the difference is due

to a change in the household's circumstances subsequent to

certification".6/ Next, specific procedures must be followed
to ascertain whether certain variances between the case record

and review information are to be included in the error

determination. These specific procedures apply to case

variances that relate to residency, household composition

(including movement between households, multiple issuances for
different household members, new household members, etc.), work
registration and job search, social security numbers, and
income.

_/Food and Nutrition Service. April 1984, p. 120.
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TABLE II.6

PERCENT OF STATES CITING CASE CHARACTERISTICS

THAT INCREASE REVIEW TIME

Increase in Review Time

Greater than 20 to 60 Less than

Characteristic 60 Minutes Minutes 20 Minutes

Identificationof an Error 81% 11% 0%
Presence of Earned Income 77 15 2

Located Far From the Local Office 53 34 8

Locatedin a RemoteLocalOffice 43 28 21

Five or MoreHouseholdMembers 43 38 15

Presenceof UnearnedIncome 15 53 26

Receipt of AFDC, Medicaid and

FoodStamps 25 32 32

Receiptof GA andFoodStamps 0 23 49
Other 47 8 4
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For example, if an error appears to exist due to inconsistent

income information (verified versus case record information),
the household in the case under review must be redetermined as

eligible or ineligible based on the new information. This

involves determining why the variance in information exists; if
it existed at the time of the last certification action, or if

it occurred subsequent to certification. In the latter case,

the reviewer must determine if the change is to be included in

the error determination based on that household's reporting
requirements. Once it is decided whether the variance should

be included in error determination, the eligibility review

occurs (assuming all other information is absent of error).

This process is made more complex since reporting requirements

differ among cases, and the eligibility, budget, and issuance
timeframes vary (prospective eligibility and retrospective

budgeting, retrospective eligibility and retrospective

budgeting, etc.). Since these types of variances are likely to
occur in case QC reviews, these procedures will increase the

time required to complete the normal review.

Cases with earnings were also indicated by a majority (77

percent) of state respondents as causing a large increase in
the normal QC review time. Many state QC respondents,

including those in Arkansas and Georgia, made special mention

of the time required to verify reported earnings when asked

about NPA review time.7/ These cases require that appropriate
verification sources be identified and contacted. After

contact, the reviewer must often follow up to insure receipt of

verification documents. Several respondents also mentioned

that verification sources are often uncooperative. This might
necessitate identification and contact with other sources.

7--/Thisextra time to process a NPA case review is also

supported by the difference in PA and NPA review time as

indicated by those States with nonintegrated reviews (see page
31).
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Fifty-three percent of the state QC respondents attributed

large increases in ease review time to households that are

located far from the local food stamp office. Such a situation

would naturally involve longer travel to conduct client

interviews. In addition, collateral checks might be more time
consuming if these sources are located far from the local
office. Related to this is a case selected for review that

originates in a remote food stamp office. Forty-three percent

of the States responding indicate a large amount of increased

review time is required if this occurs. Again, such a
situation would involve travel time to gather any necessary

case information. Review time might also be lengthened if the

reviewer is awaiting verification information from this office
via the mail.

Unearned income is mentioned as moderately increasing (20 to 60

minutes) case QC review time by almost two-fifths of the state

respondents. A case with unearned income must be checked

through the Social Security Administration's Beneficiary Data

Exchange System (BENDEX), or manually by way of a special

request form. Other Government agencies might also be

contacted depending on the type of public assistance the case
review household receives. A more difficult case might occur

if a review of the reported employment history indicates a

possible eligibility for a company retirement pension. Here,
the reviewer would need to obtain source documentation of

receipt or nonreceipt, even if the client under review denies
receipt of such income.

Almost half of the state QC respondents offered examples of

case characteristics we had not specified that increase their

review time by more than 1 hour. Generally, three items were

mentioned repeatedly across the States: an uncooperative

client, an uncooperative collateral contact, and problems in

locating the household. The last characteristic appears to

play a significant role when the food stamp case subject to QC
review is no longer receiving benefits. This may be a

relatively frequent occurrence since several States (Arkansas,
Connecticut, Oklahoma, Washington) mentioned it as increasing
review time.
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Households with five or more members apparently increase review
time more in some States than in others. Two-fifths of the

state respondents indicated that household size increased

review time by a large amount, while another two-fifths
mentioned this as adding about 20 to 60 minutes to the

review. A case with a large number of household members often

indicates multiple income sources, leading to lengthy and often

complicated collateral checks. In addition, other nonfinancial

aspects of eligibility would need to be verified for each

individual included in the food stamp household (i.e., work
registration and school attendance).

Cases with other public assistance income--AFDC, Medicaid, or

general assistance--appear to have less of an effect on case
review time. Only one-fourth of the States indicate that

receipt of AFDC and Medicaid with food stamps increases review
time by more than 1 hour. The remaining two-thirdsS/ were

divided equally between AFDC and Medicaid receipt, resulting in
a medium or small amount of increased review time. A QC case

subject to review that receives general assistance is cited as

a relatively less important reason for increased case review
time. This case characteristic was never mentioned by a state

QC respondent as adding more than an hour to the review

process. About half of the state respondents stated that
receipt of general assistance may increase review time by less

than 20 minutes, while less than one-fourth believed that

review cases receiving such assistance would increase review
time by up to 60 minutes.

Staff The food stamp QC review process is, in general, a

Characteristics reiteration of the initial eligibility certification

or recertification. QC review and certification each apply

food stamp rules and eligibility criteria to individual
household circumstances to determine if that household should

indeed receive benefits. The QC review process, however,

8/Percentages for each case characteristic do not add to 100

percent due to nonresponse.
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looks at only a sample of all active cases, and has more

stringent requirements for verifying and documenting the case

information. Both eligibility workers and QC review staff must

have knowledge of food stamp program rules, and be able to

apply these rules to varying combinations of applicant

characteristics. Effective QC reviews rely, to a large extent,

on the professional expertise of the case review staff.

Therefore, it is important to look at the characteristics and

background of the individuals responsible for this function.

State QC respondents were asked whether typical new QC
reviewers had come from a previous position in the welfare

department. As shown in table II.7, an overwhelming 91 percent

of the States (48 States) indicated that reviewers had, in

fact, typically held positions as either an eligibility worker

or an eligibility worker supervisor. One state, Rhode Island,
mentioned that reviewers often held prior positions as social

case service workers. (See appendix table B.4 for individual

state responses.)

Reviewers who had previously worked as eligibility workers were
clearly in the majority--83 percent of the 48 States had
reviewers who had once worked for the welfare department. Some

States pointed out that they had tried to hire reviewers from
"outside," but found that such persons were not well suited to

the job (i.e., difficult to train because they lacked program

understanding). Thus, it appears that food stamp eligibility
workers are suited to a review position because of their

familiarity with the rules surrounding benefit eligibility,

case characteristics that are likely to lead to error, and case

information that is subject to mlsreporting.

Twenty-seven percent of the States (13 out of 48) employ

reviewers who previously worked as eligibility worker

supervisors. Like eligibility workers, their supervisors also

have the type of experience that is well suited to the skills

needed by QC reviewers.

Further, the state responses indicate that reviewers who held

positions in the welfare department previously had done so for
a median of 5 years. In States such as Colorado, Illinois,

Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, Nebraska, North Carolina, and

West Virginia, reviewers typically had 7 to 10 years of prior

experience as either an eligibility worker or supervisor. (See

appendix table B.4.)
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TABLE II.7

PERCENT OF STATES REPORTING QC REVIEWERS' CHARACTERISTICS

Previously Worked in Welfare Department 91%
Position Held:

EligibilityWorker 83%

Eligibility Worker's Supervisor 27%
Median Years in PreviousPosition 5

Education Level:

4-year CollegeGraduate 51%

AttendedCollege 32%
High SchoolGraduate 13%

Average Salary Range:

4-year College Graduate $18,005 - $36,308

Attended College $17,565 - $36,954

High School Graduate $12,812 - $27,283
Overall $12,812- $36,954
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It is also significant to note that, on average, 51 percent of

the States have food stamp QC reviewers who are 4-year college
graduates. Another 32 percent of the States have QC reviewers

who attended college. Only 13 percent of the state QC

respondents indicated that, in general, their reviewers were
high school graduates with no further education.

Respondents were also asked to indicate the average salary a

food stamp QC reviewer receives. Across the States, the

average yearly salary for a currently employed QC reviewer

ranges between $12,812 in the Virgin Islands to $36,954 in
Alaska. (See appendix table B.4, column 6.)

Reviewers with college degrees can expect to receive between

$t8,005 and $36,308 per year. Those reviewers who attended

college can expect between $17,565 and $36,954. High school
graduates can expect somewhat lower salaries, between $12,812

and $27,283. However, there are three reasons why these

figures may present an inaccurate picture. First, a comparison

between salary and education may be inappropriate. Usually a

state or locality will define qualification standards for a

particular position, perhaps requiring a certain level of

education. However, once a person is employed, their salary

becomes tied to their position rather than to specific
qualifications. For example, an eligibility worker might begin

the job with a relatively low salary, but may be in a state

with a particularly strong state employees' union, thus having

the potential to rapidly increase their current salary.

Second, the respondents provided average salary levels.

Therefore, the level given by each state is subject to some

unknown level of within-state variation. Finally, the range of
salary levels for reviewers, as presented, is purely a

description of what exists in the States. It in no way

attempts to account for variations in the labor market and cost

of living among the States. This last point is evident in that

Alaska, with its high cost of living relative to the rest of

the Nation, is reported to pay its QC reviewers the highest

average salary among all States. A simple comparison between

Alaska and Utah, for example, would indicate wide discrepancies

in eligibility worker salaries. In fact, part of the
difference is likely due to the prevailing wage rate in the
area as it relates to the cost of living. To determine whether

an actual discrepancy exists among these States, it would be

necessary to have far more information on prevailing market

wages and prices.
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Number of The number of staff assigned to the state QC unit is

QC Reviews subject, for the most part, to the discretion of the

per FTE state. In fact, the standards for staffing outlined in

The Food Stamp Program Quality Control Review Handbook simply

require that "...the state employ sufficient quality control
staff to ensure that reviews are completed in time to meet

reporting requirements and the quality of these reviews will

ensure that all findings are valid."9/

To describe the QC staff resources that exist in the States,
respondents were asked to indicate the total number of full-

time-equivalent (FTE) reviewers across all assistance programs,

and then to provide the proportion of time these reviewers

allocate to the Food Stamp Program. Based on the state

responses, a median of 26.5 FTE reviewers perform QC reviews

for all the assistance programs. However, the proportion of

reviewer time spent exclusively on the Food Stamp Program

varies between 25 and 100 percent; with only 13 States

completely separating their food stamp QC reviewers (i.e.,

reviewers devote 100 percent of their time to food stamp

QC reviews). Therefore, to get an indication of staff
resources available for food stamp QC reviews, total reviewer

FTE's in each state is multiplied by the proportion of time

spent on food stamp reviews. The resulting figure,

representing food stamp reviewer FTE's, indicates that a median
number of 12 FTE reviewers is available in each state to

perform QC reviews. (See appendix table B.5 for individual

State responses.)

A great deal of variation exists in the number of food stamp
FTE reviewers across the States, ranging between as few as 1 to
as many as 48. In addition, looking only at reviewer FTE's

without considering the state QC sample caseload size does not

present a complete picture of the workload of the various state

QC units. Instead, it may be more informative to look at the

number of QC reviews conducted per FTE reviewer. Based on the

individual ratios for each state, it appears that a median of

96 reviews are conducted annually per FTE reviewer. The

reviewer workload in each state is fairly concentrated around
this figure, even though the number of annual reviews per

FTE ranges between 37.5 and 446. The distribution within this

range is shown in table II.8. (Also see appendix table B.5 for

individual State responses.)

_/Food and Nutrition Service. April 1984, p.5.
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TABLE II.8

AVERAGE NUMBER OF REVIEWS CONDUCTED

PER FULL TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE)

Reviews Conducted Number

Annually Per FTE of States

0.0- 75 15

75.1 - 150 29
150.1- 225 6

225.1- 300 1

300.1- 375 -

375.1 - 450 1
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We might expect some difference in the number of reviews

conducted per FTE between States with integrated QC review

processes and States that perform QC reviews for food stamps
exclusively. Although an integrated review involves performing

certain review activities for more than one assistance program,

we consider here only the time spent on food stamp components

of the review. Thus, for integrated reviews, we would expect

more reviews to be conducted per FTE since the time required to
verify, travel, and interview would be divided among the

programs, and the desk review, computation, write-up, and error

determination activities would not account for time spent on
programs other than food stamps. These expectations are

supported by the data; a median of 125.62 reviews are conducted

per reviewer FTE in States with integrated reviews, as compared

with a median of 79.25 views per FTE in States that perform

separate food stamp reviews.

We might also expect that States performing a relatively large
proportion of food stamp QC reviews per FTE to have relatively

lower total costs per review. In comparing these review costs

with the reviews conducted per FTE, no significant pattern

emerges (see table II.9). However, certain States do appear to

have relatively efficient QC systems based on both cost and
staff workload, while others appear to have relatively high

costs and relatively low workload. For example, in Delaware,

446 reviews are conducted per FTE at a cost per review of

$211. Similarly, Oregon conducts 295 reviews per FTE annually

at a cost of $219 per review. These figures contrast sharply

with staff workload and review cost relationships that exist in
at least three other States. In Texas, 71 reviews are con-

ducted by each FTE reviewer at a cost of $709 per review; in

Ohio, each FTE reviewer performs approximately 53 reviews
costing $760 each; while in Guam, 40 reviews are done annually

per FTE at a total cost per review of $703. In New Jersey and
Missouri, reviewer workload and review cost are similar to the

respective national medians (96 reviews per FTE, $479 per
review); 92 reviews are conducted per FTE in New Jersey at a

cost of $490 per review, and in Missouri 91 reviews are per-

formed annually by each reviewer at a total cost of $467 per
review.

Interestingly, while no States appear to have relatively high

staff workload and high review costs, at least three States are

both less productive and costly than the national average. In

Virginia, 88 reviews are conducted by each QC reviewer FTE at

$381 per review, reviewers in Florida carry out 83 reviews each
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TABLE 11.9

COMPARISON OF COST PER REVIEW AND NUMBER OF

REVIEWS CONDUCTED ANNUALLY PER FTEa,b

Number of Reviews Per FTE

75 or less 75.1 - 150 150.1 - 225 225.1 - 300 300.1 - 375 375.1 - 450 Total

Under

$300 - 2 2 I - I 6

$301-400 1 6 3 - - - 10

$401-500 2 6 .... 8
Cost

Per

kuview

$501-600 5 3 - - - 8

$601-700 3 4 - - - 7

Over 3 2 ! - - 6

$700

Total 14 23 6 1 0 1 45

a Data on the cost per review, or reviews conducted are missing for 8 states,

b Cost per review is based on total QC costs for personnel and non-personnel.



year at a cost of $450 per review, and in Nebraska, 68 reviews
are performed by each FTE reviewer at a cost of $327 for each
review.

The staff workload and cost-per-review comparison offers a

general indication of the efficiency of each state's QC case
review process; however, it should not be interpreted as a
definite measure since much of the cost information is based on

estimates. Other factors, such as differences in caseload

characteristics, also may affect the efficiency of a state's

review process. In addition, certain organizational aspects of
the QC unit might also influence a state's QC review process.
A number of these additional cost variables are addressed in

the following section.

C. OTHER COST FACTORS

The characteristics and responsibilities of the organizational

unit that is responsible for carrying out food stamp QC reviews

vary from state to state. The designated QC unit may work

exclusively on food stamp QC reviews, carry out the QC process

for several assistance programs, or have additional respon-
sibilities beyond QC. Any one of these factors may have

important implications for the workload of the QC reviewers,

the division of specific responsibilities among various

QC staff, and the cost efficiency of the overall QC review

process. Therefore, respondents were asked to provide informa-

tion related to their QC administrative structure. First,

respondents were asked to provide the name of the organiza-
tional unit that has primary responsibility for carrying out
food stamp QC reviews, and to indicate whether this entity

carries out QC reviews for other assistance programs. Although
the names of these QC review units differ, most could be

classified generically as evaluation or review sections,

program integrity units, or quality assurance divisions. Most
of these review units are part of welfare, public assistance,

or social service agencies. Thus, as indicated by the

respondents, the state QC review unit often performs reviews

for other assistance programs in addition to food stamps. The

QC units administering food stamp reviews in 6 of the 51 States
that responded (12 percent) also carry out QC reviews for

AFDC. In 61 percent of the States, these units have

responsibility for both AFDC and Medicaid case QC reviews,

while 20 percent of the States have QC units responsible for

administering these reviews for AFDC, Medicaid, and General
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Assistance. The QC units in the four remaining States perform

reviews for food stamps, AFDC, Medicaid, and some other type of

assistance program. (Refer to appendix table B.6 for
individual State responses.)

As mentioned earlier, even though the QC unit in each

responding state has responsibility for reviewing a least one

assistance program in addition to their food stamp reviews,

only 47 percent of the States integrate these review processes

(see table 11.1). This distinction in program review

responsibility may indicate a difference in the type of review
worker that exists in the States. In those States where the QC

organizational unit has responsibility for several programs but

does not integrate their review process, the reviewers might be

assigned to work only on food stamp QC reviews, or may be
required to divide their time to cQnduct ease QC reviews for

one of a group of programs. These types of workers would have
a focused case knowledge targeted to a specific assistance

program. Reviewers who perform integrated QC reviews would, in

contrast, have more comprehensive knowledge of the case

characteristics as they relate to each program. In either
instance, aside from the t3 States that distinctly separate

their food stamp QC reviewers from other assistance QC
reviewers (see appendix table B.5), the QC reviewers would need

to have knowledge of the eligibility and certification rules

for more than one program area. This increases the complexity

of their job, as well as their potential for making errors

during the review. However, the reviewer's program focus

relates specifically to the QC review itself. Thus, the QC

reviewers have the opportunity to become expert in QC
activities, such as verification and error determination.

Based on the information provided by the QC respondents, we

know that all state QC units have review responsibility for at

least one assistance program besides food stamps. However, as

indicated above, QC reviewers can be distinguished by their

ease QC responsibilities and the type of review process that
exists in the state. There are QC reviewers who handle food

stamp ease QC reviews exclusively, and reviewers who perform
ease QC reviews for food stamps and at least one other

assistance program in States with nonintegrated review

processes. In States performing integrated reviews, the
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reviewers carry out the case QC review for food stamps and AFDC

simultaneously and, in many cases, Medicaid.lO/ These

distinctions in the administration of the QC review process may
affect the review cost in the States. Table II.tO categorizes

the administrative procedures in each state according to their
cost per review. Il/ In looking at the first two rows of the

table, we see that of the 17 States with a cost per review of
$400 or less, 10 States (59 percent) have integrated review

processes. This result is intuitively reasonable since certain

cost economies are likely to result if, assuming all other
aspects of the review are the same, one reviewer handles all

case QC review activities for each relevant assistance program

at the same time. For example, if a reviewer is conducting an

integrated QC review of a case that receives food stamps, AFDC,

and Medicaid, he/she could travel to interview the client and

collect documentation to verify the ease information during one

trip. Thus, travel and time costs would be split among each of

the respective assistance programs. This can be compared to a
worker who, although responsible for QC reviews in more than

one assistance program, conducts a food stamp case QC review

separately for a case that receives other types of

assistance. Here, time and travel costs are charged to the

food stamp program alone. Although we might expect a

relatively higher cost per review in those States with either

separate food stamp reviewers or reviewers who handle each
program's case QC review separately, the data provided by the

respondents do not support this assumption.

In addition to having responsibility for non-food-stamp QC

reviews, the QC unit also may have responsibility for activi-
ties not related to QC. Respondents in the States were asked

to indicate whether the QC unit has major responsibilities

beyond QC; 38 percent of the States indicate that their QC
units do in fact have additional responsibility. (See appendix

table B.6.) Not surprisingly, the additional duties of these

10/As noted earlier, only one state, Massachusetts, has an

integrated review process that includes the food stamp, AFDC,

Medicaid, and general assistance reviews.

11/This table combines information about the States that is

shown earlier in Table 2.1 and appendix tables B.5 and B.6.
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TABLE t1.10

A COMPARISON OF QC REVIEW PROCESS

ADMINISTRATION AND COST PER QC REVIEW a,b

TYPE OF 0C CASE REVIEW ADt41NISTRATION

QC Reviewers -- Food

Stamp Cases and Other

QC Reviewers -- Food Assistance Programs, QC Reviewers --

Stamp Cases Only Non-Integrated Reviews Integrated Reviews Total

Under

$300 0 2 4 6

$300 - 400 2 3 6 11

$401 - 500 4 2 1 7

COSI PER

REV([W $501 - 600 3 2 3 8

$601 - 700 3 1 3 7

Over

S7OO 1 3 2 6
i
r_
<:

Total 13 13 Ig 45

a Data on the cost per review are missing for 8 states.



units most often involve corrective action planning, management

evaluations, or error-prone targeted reviews. In any case, the

mix of responsibilities that exist appear reasonable since they

tend to all relate to enhancing program quality or

operations. QC data analysis for the food stamp program and
the preparation of QC reports may also be tasks that are

assigned to the QC review unit. Based on the responses shown
in appendix table B.6, we see that this is in fact the

situation in 64 percent of the States. However, in the other

36 percent of the States, another unit in the state agency is

responsible for QC data analysis and report preparation. Among

this latter group, a research and analysis bureau is most often
assigned these tasks. In two-thirds of the States who do

assign this portion of the QC process to another unit, that
unit is involved with other tasks as well. Overall, these

tasks include analysis for other assistance programs and

statistical reporting.

One additional point should be noted. Among those States whose

QC units have responsibilities beyond the QC case review, five

States have other units that analyze the data and prepare

reports. Therefore, 28 percent of all the States that

responded carry out the entire QC review process themselves and

have responsibility for tasks other than QC review. Although

this implies a greater workload for the QC review unit, it does
not necessarily indicate that the QC reviewers have the

responsibility for carrying out these additional tasks.
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III. SUPPLEMENTATION OF BASIC QC SYSTEM

In addition to providing a means of detecting errors in the

caseload, the QC system provides a rich source of information

about the nature of the Food Stamp Program that is used
routinely by both States and FNS. The data can be used to both

identify areas of vulnerability (e.g., offices or workers with

particularly high error rates or types of recipients who are
prone to error), which in turn can serve as a basis for

corrective action strategies, and--in a more limited way--to

monitor program performance on an ongoing basis. The basic QC

system was, however, designed principally as a means for FNS to
measure States' performance and bo hold them accountable for

program errors that are considered to be unacceptably high. It

was not developed to meet all of the management information

needs that state program directors might have.

This part of the report examines various ways in which States

have built upon the basic QC system and/or incorporated data

from management evaluations to improve their ability to

maintain program accountability. The first section focuses on
the collection of additional data on cases selected for QC

review, while the second section deals with efforts to

supplement the basic QC process by increasing the size of the
sample of cases that are reviewed. Part IV discusses ways in

which States use these data for management purposes.

A. COLLECTION OF SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

As part of the QC process, reviewers collect and record a great

deal of information about the applicant and the original

eligibility determination performed by the respective local
office. However, because the need to fulfill the requirements

of the QC regulations involves gathering client information

from existing ease records, third-party contacts, and the

household itself, some States have taken the opportunity to

"piggy-back" other data collection activities on to the

existing system. For a very small marginal cost, a state can

obtain very valuable information for use in managing the Food
Stamp Program as well as for other program purposes.

Table III. 1 presents information about those States that

reported having expanded the basic QC review schedules by

collecting additional information. Of the 53 state agencies
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TABLE III.1

COLLECTION OF SUPPLEMENTARY DATA AS

PART OF QC REVIEWS

Are the Data

Collected For . . . What Data Are Collected

Welfare Utility/

Demographic Participation Work Monthly Identify Heating

51al_ All Cases Subsample Characteristics History Experience Reporting Caseworker Sources Other !/

t, I ,d,,Jn.J YES X X

A, k_n-Jas YES X X X

(:,il i t_),'n i d YES X

I)it_l,,ct ot Columbi_ YES X X X

t I,,,,,Id YES X[

,,d, ,_,_,l YES X

I<_1_I u_.ky YES X X

_4,_,'¥ I_nd YES X X X

Mas ,,,0(:I1use tI_, NO VAR IES X

Mi ( It . ,JJII YES X X X

Hi .nt,",ota YES X X X

MI _,_ippl YES X X

%'_our , YES X X

H(,fltdna YES X

Nubrdt,kd YES X

Nuw HdfilpbhJ r u YES X

Nuw .l_r bey YES X
NuwYork YES X X X

OkIdh,lind YES X

[_nr,et,see NO 200 2/ X X

le_<ds YES X

I_l ,:ih YES X X X

Vt2r-nJoi1J NO I O0 X

Vir'gilild YES X

Wyuming YES X X

l/ OIl._r (vehicle value, rent, identify supervisor, child support, detailed shelter costs, student information).

2' O. ly col I_ct_d during January and February.



included in this study, 25 (47 percent) regularly obtained such

supplementary data. In all but three States, the additional
information is obtained for all cases selected for inclusion in

the QC sample.

The types of information collected are fairly broad in

nature. Thirteen States supplement the review process by
collecting additional demographic information about the
household:

eight States identify whether the household is subject

to the requirements of monthly reporting;

six collect information regarding the household's
welfare participation history;

six include information dealing with employment

experience;

four identify the individual caseworker responsible for

the original eligibility determination;

three collect data on heating arrangements or utility

use (including an ongoing fuel survey); and

six collect other types of information, including data
on the value of any vehicles owned, additional

information on shelter costs, child support payments,

information on students who may be living in the

household, and the identity of the supervisor of the

assigned eligibility worker.

For the most part, States appeared to have availed themselves
of the chance to improve their understanding of program

operations by the collection of additional QC data. Of

particular interest are those States that identify the

individual eligibility worker (and in a few instances, even the

first-line supervisor) as a means of assessing the extent to

which particular workers account for an inordinate number of
case errors.

B. SUPPLEMENTATION OF THE QC SAMPLE

In addition to collecting more information about the cases that

are selected for QC review, States have also increased the

number of cases they sample. There are three ways in which
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this can be done: additional cases can be sampled and the

review data reported to FNS as part of the regular QC reporting

system; additional eases can be selected and reviewed using the
same procedures in use in the basic QC system, but the data are

not reported to FNS; or additional eases can be selected and

reviewed using a different set of procedures altogether.

States' use of each of these three options is discussed below.

Supplementary As shown in table III.2, only four States reported
Review selecting a larger sample than Federal regulations

Data Reported require, reporting the ease review data to FNS. The

To FNS additional sample was, in all eases, selected and

reviewed using the same procedures currently employed for the

basic QC sample.

Two of the four States increased the size of their sample to

augment the precision of the estimated state error rates.

Three States reported using the additional case review data to

better analyze errors by individual local offices; two of these
States also used the additional data to better assess the

nature and causes of food stamp errors. One state,

Massachusetts, added 60 cases to the QC sample to fulfill the
requirements of a special demonstration project; presumably,

they would not continue to draw an additional sample of cases

when this special study is completed.

This sample supplementation is exclusive of any routine
oversampling States perform to compensate for "nonresponse."

The general procedure used to select QC samples begins first

with the construction of the universe from which the sample

will be selected, usually all cases that received some benefits
anytime during the month to be sampled. Once the universe has

been established, the required annual sample (e.g., 1,200) is
divided into monthly samples (e.g., 100 cases per month).

However, because States have found that they usually need to

select more cases than they are required to review for FNS,

they typieatiy increase the monthly samples by anywhere from 10

to 20 percent. This oversampling is required to compensate for

cases that are eventually dropped from the sample because of a

number of reasons, including households that cannot be located

(e.g., they may have been been active sometime during the

sample month but have subsequently moved out of the state) and

uncooperative clients.
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TABLE 111.2

STATES REPORTING SUPPLEMENTATION OF

BASIC OC SAMPLE FOR DATA REPORTED TO FNS

State Required Sample Additional Reviews Reason for Supplementation

Massachusetts 1200 60 SSI Demonstration Project.

New Hampshire 400 68 Increase precision of error rate estimates; to allow detailed analysis

of causes of error; to allow analysis by local office.

New York 12OO Varies by To allow analyis by local office.

Local Office

Oregon 2400 578 Increase precision of error rate estimates; to allow detailed analysis

of causes of error; to allow analysis by local office,

La
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Supplementary Use Same Review Procedures as Basic QC Sample. The QC

Data Not review process, as discussed previously, is an expensive

Reported activity with a median cost of about $479 per completed
To FNS review. It is, therefore, somewhat suprising that some

States would select a supplementary sample of cases for review

using the detailed verification procedures required by FNS

regulations, and yet not incorporate these data into the
calculation of the state's error rate.

Six of the 53 state agencies included in this study reported
conducting such additional reviews (see the left-hand side of

table III.3). The number of supplementary reviews ranged from

35 in Indiana to 4,800 in Hawaii. Three of these States used

the data to analyze error rates by local office, three improved

their ability to evaluate the nature and causes of program

errors, two States used the additional reviews to identify and

correct errors in the food stamp caseload beyond those that are

detected through the basic QC process, and one state (Hawaii)
reported that they used the additional reviews to identify (and

correct) case errors prior to selecting the sample for the

required QC process.

Two of the six States selected the sample of additional cases

for review using an error-prone modeling procedure instead of

random sampling. Two of these were the same States that

reported using the information obtained from the supplementary

reviews to identify and correct errors that are not detected
through the basic QC system. By focusing their attention on

those cases "most likely to be in error," these States are

trying to increase their ability to prevent future

overpayments. The additional reviews not only provide a

greater opportunity to detect and correct existing case errors,

but also improve their ability to implement corrective action

plans that can prevent future mistakes.

Use Different Procedures Than Used in Basic QC System. This
last area includes general management reviews. In some cases,

the reviews are undertaken as part of the required program

Management Evaluation (ME) review process. In other instances,

these efforts are initiated by the state to improve program
monitoring and accountability. Unfortunately, the data

obtained as part of this survey do not allow us to distinguish

between the two types of special reviews.
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TABLE 111.3

STATES REPORTING SUPPLEMENTATION OF

BASIC QC REVIEW SAMPLE: DATA NOT

REPORTED TO FNS

USE REVIEW PROCEDURES SAME AS BASIC SAMPLE USE DIFFERENT REVIEW PROCEDURES

ANY DIFFERENCES TIME REQUIRED

SAMPLE REASON FOR IN HOW SAMPLE SAMPLE REASON FOR PER REVIEW How Sample b

STATE SIZE SUPPLEMENTATION a SELECTED? SIZE SUPPLEMENTATION 1 (HOURS) was Selected

Alabama ...... 500 3 DK 2

Arkansas 480 3 no ......

California 1000 2,3 DK 20 2 DK 1

Delaware ...... 5,000 1,2 1.2 3

ttawaii 4800 2,3,4 no ........

Illinois ...... 4,450 1,2 0.5 1,4
Indiana 35 2 no ........

Kansas 1680 5 Error-Prone ........

Maryland ...... 23 1,2,3 5.5 5

Massachusetts ...... 20,000 2,3 DK 1

Minnesota ...... 1,320 2,3 1.4 5

Montana ...... 3,000 2,3,6 DK 7

New Jersey ...... 1,000 1,2,3,6 DK 4,6

New York ...... DK 3 8.0 8

Norlh Carolina ...... DK 7 DK 7

North Dakota ...... 500 6 DF, 1,11

Pennsylvania 4000 5 Error-Prone ........

South Dakota ...... 8,000 3,6 OK 3

lexa5 ...... 200 8 -- DK

Utah ...... 4,200 2,3,6 1.1 3

Virginia ...... 4,500 3,6 DK 9

Wisconsin ...... 300 7 2.9 3

Wyoming ...... Ad Hoc 2,3 0.7 lO

a
l=lncrease precision of error estimate; 2=Analysis of causes/nature of errors; 3:Analysis by office;

4=[o correct benefits prior to drawing QC sample; 5=Identify errors not in QC sample; 6=Measure performance of

individual workers; 7=Corrective action; 8=Special studies as needed.

bi=sample selected randomly at individual offices; 2= For a sample of counties, all certifications

go to Q.C. reviewer; 3=Error prone case selection model; 4=Random sample of recertifications done in prior 4 monti_s;

5:Sample selected same as basic Q.C. sample; 6=TargeteJ at 2 largest local offices; 7=Targeted at offices with highest

error rates; 8=Varies by local office; 9=Informal review by policy specialist; ID=Targeted on special problems (e.g.,

workers with high error rates; Il=Field reviewers select cases randomly ot particular type; (e.g., NPA cases).



With regard to the ME reviews, the Food Stamp Program employs
the use of two accountability systems--the basic QC review

system and the ME review. The ME system is designed to provide

information about performance in individual local food stamp

offices. ME reviews must be conducted once a year in a "large"

project area (over 7,000 cases), once every 2 years in a

"medium" project area, and once every 3 years in a "small"

project area (less than 250 oases). Within each project area,
the offices to be reviewed are generally chosen at random.

Management Evaluations are broad-based reviews of office

compliance with all areas of Food Stamp Program regulations.

Included as a part of the office review is an audit of a sample

of cases. Unlike the QC review process, however, there is no
independent verification of the household's actual

circumstances. Rather, this type of review is restricted to an
evaluation of the case record to detect the extent to which

there has been a procedural error in the determination of
eligibility.

The right-hand side of table III.3 provides information on
those States reporting the use of supplementary management
reviews of individual case records. Of the 53 States in the

survey, a total of 18 reported having implemented some type of

management review system. The size of this activity varied
substantially, from less than 100 additional reviews in

California and Maryland to 20,000 in Massachusetts. It is

uncertain why the number of reviews conducted in California and

Maryland is so much smaller relative to other States. One

possible explanation is that the wording of the question did

not clearly specify that the number of reviews applied to
individual case records. It is unlikely that so few cases

would be examined across an entire state if, as in Maryland,
the intent of the review is to analyze errors by office. One

possible explanation might be that California and Maryland
conduct 20 and 23 separate reviews, respectively, each of which
examines a certain number of case records.

The reasons why States conduct these management reviews
include: the need to obtain additional data to permit an

analysis of either the nature and causes of errors (10 States)

or of errors by individual local offices (11 States); to

measure the performance of individual eligibility workers (6

States); to increase the precision of estimates of error rates
(4 States); and to meet special management needs for program
information (3 States).
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In all cases, these management reviews were restricted to an

examination of the case files; no collateral contacts or

interviews with recipients were performed as part of the

review. Consequently, the time required to conduct the
management reviews was generally much less than that required

for the detailed audits required as part of the basic QC

process. For those States that tried to estimate the average

time needed to conduct these reviews, the average time required

was about 10 percent of that estimated for the median QC
review.

Beyond the common use of file review procedures, the ways in
which the management reviews were conducted varied

substantially.

Four States selected random samples of cases at individual
local offices.

Four States focused the reviews on particular offices (one

state sampled offices and then reviewed all recent

certifications, another targeted its efforts on the two

largest offices in the state, and two focused on those
offices with the highest error rates).

Eight States targeted the reviews toward specific types of

cases (four employed the use of an error-prone model, two

selected random samples of recent recertifications, and two
emphasized varying types of cases depending on information
needs).

Two States selected cases using the same procedure used in
the basic QC system.

The final two used informal procedures that typically
varied by office.

In an attempt to determine whether the type of review process
in a state influenced the level at which States chose to

supplement the basic QC system by collecting additional data

and/or increasing their review sample size, the propensity to

supplement the review process was examined separately for

States with integrated and nonintegrated reviews. As shown in

table III.4, although the type of supplemental activity varies,
there is little differenee in the level of QC supplementation

conducted by States with integrated and nonintegrated

reviews. Although it was hypothesized that States conducting

integrated reviews might take advantage of having case record
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TABLE 111.4o

LEVEL OF SUPPLEMENTATION

TO THE BASIC 0C SYSTEH

(INTEGRATED VERSUS NONINTEGRATED STATES)

TYPE OF SUPPLEMENTATION

Supplement Sample . . . . .

Supplement the Collect Supplemental Report fo Not Reported to Not Reported to

QC Review Data from Normal QC FNS FNS, Same Review FNS, Different

Process Sample Procedures as Review Procedures

Basic _K_ System Than Basic OC

Sample System

States With

Integrated Reviews: 64_ 50_ 13_ 19_ 63_

States With Non-

Integrated Reviews: 71_ 75_ 5_ 15_ 40_



data available for more than one assistance program, cross

program analyses may be of limited utility because of the
distinctive administrative structures of the individual

programs. Certainly, the census data do not show evidence of

such analysis activity.
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IV. ANALYSIS OF QC SYSTEM DATA

As mentioned in part III, some States have expanded their QC

review activities by collecting additional data during the

normal QC review and/or conducting supplementary reviews. Both
of these efforts enhance the information that is available to

States regar ing their food stamp caseload. States use the

data from the normal QC review, the additional data collected,

and the information available from the supplementary reviews to

conduct analyses that identify areas of vulnerability in

program administration, aid in managing program operations, and
allow them to monitor current and future program demands.

Part IV addresses the types of analyses performed by the

various state QC units. Specifically, each of its two sections

distinguishes between analyses that are conducted with the data

collected as part of the normal QC process, and those conducted

with data collected during special reviews. A final section
looks at state use of FNS software to analyze these data.

A. TYPES OF ANALYSES CONDUCTED USING DATA REPORTED TO FNS FROM

THE NORMAL QC REVIEW

During the normal QC review process, additional information is

often collected and added to the existing data in the client

case record. Most often, this additional information is

collected during the verification stage of the review (i.e.,

assistance program award notices, tax records, employer

records). In some instances, States collect even more

additional information during the QC case review for management

or other program purposes. As shown in table III.l, these data
include such information as demographic characteristics and

welfare history. Upon completion of the QC review, all the
information is available to the QC review unit (or other

designated unit) to carry out analysis.

Since the analyses conducted vary from state to state, each

respondent was asked to indicate the types of analyses they

perform with the normal QC review data. In addition, state

respondents were asked to specify how frequently these analyses

were conducted. The latter information helps to clarify the

state's intent in performing the analysis. For example, an
analysis that seeks to identify error-prone local food stamp

offices, if conducted regularly, is most likely done to monitor
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and manage current program operations. On the other hand, if

the study is a rare or one-time occurrence, its intent might be

to provide a snapshot view of current local office performance
to address a recent error rate increase.

We identified seven types of analyses the States were likely to

carry out, and allowed respondents to specify any other type

not already mentioned. A s-mm_ry of the statewide responses to
this question is shown in table IV.1. (Refer to appendix table

B.7 for individual State responses.)

Two types of analyses appear to be relatively prevalent among

the States--those that identify error-prone categories of cases

and those that identify error-prone offices. These analyses

are conducted routinely in 71 percent of the States. This

prevalence mostly likely occurs because the data needed to make

these identifications would be readily available from the
normal case QC review, even if the state did not collect

supplementary data. In addition, each of these analyses is

targeted toward the "bottom-line" goal of the QC system--to

reduce erroneous food stamp eligibility decisions and benefit
payments. If States are able to identify particular categories

of cases that have a high probability of being in error, they

can implement action that seeks to reduce eligibility and

payment errors for these cases, thereby reducing their own
error rate. For example, if a significantly large proportion
of households with unearned income is found to contain errors

within the QC review caseload, the state might require local

office eligibility workers to pursue documentation of this

income during certification or reoertification more

stringently. Similarly, if certain local offices are

represented disproportionately in the QC sample of caseloads,

the state might decide to study the administrative operations
in these offices to determine why such errors occur, and

propose modifications to their food stamp administration that

might rectify these problems.

It is also significant that an analysis that attempts to

identify error-prone case categories occurs with some frequency

in every state in the census; 71 percent of the States perform

such analysis routinely and 29 percent do so occasionally. No
state indicated that they rarely or never undertake such

studies. Only 14 percent of the States rarely or never seek to

identify error-prone offices.
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TABLE IV.1

SUMMARY OF STATE ANALYSES CONDUCTED

AS PART OF NORMAL QC REVIEW

Routine Occasionally Rarely/Never

IdentifyError-ProneCases 71% 29% 0%

Identify Error-Prone Offices 71 16 14
DescribetheFoodStampCaseload 41 41 18

Project Caseload Size/Characteristics 35 27 37
Evaluate Changes in FS Policy/Administration 34 38 27

Project Effect of Policy/Procedural Changes 26 36 38
Identify Error-Prone Workers/Groups of Workers 20 22 59
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It also appears that the normal QC review data are frequently
used to describe the food stamp caseload. Eighty-two percent

of the States conduct this descriptive analysis either

routinely or on occasion. The descriptions are likely to be

useful to States for observing changes or trends in the mix of

households that compose their caseload. Further, this analysis
may allow them to understand why the state's current level of

total food stamp payments has increased or decreased. It might

also be used as a first step in identifying error-prone cases.

Data collected during the normal case QC review are also used

by a significant percentage of States for program management

purposes. In contrast to the studies that serve as starting

points to correct eligibility and payment errors, these

analyses assist the state in understanding the financial and

administrative aspects of the program, as well as the

characteristics and needs of the population it serves.
Specifically, as shown in both table IV.1 and appendix table

B.7, between 26 and 38 percent of the States use the QC review
data to make projections of the caseload size and its

characteristics in future periods, evaluate the impact of
changes in food stamp policy or procedures, and project what

effects a change in program policy or procedures wilI have on

their caseload or program administration. Slightly more than a

third of the States (35 percent) indicated that they routinely
projected their caseload size and characteristics, and 27

percent use the normal QC review data to do these projections

on occasion. Some of the States specifically mentioned doing
so for purposes of selecting the QC case review sample.

Although these projections are made with some frequency by more

than half of the States, another 37 percent of the respondents
indicated they rarely or never used the normal QC review data

for this purpose.

Analyses that either evaluate changes in policy or project the

effects of these changes also appear to be subject to the

preferences of individual States (see table IV.l). Although 34

and 26 percent of the States, respectively, indicate that they
routinely perform such analyses, this use of QC review data is

likely to be the exception rather than the rule. Thirty-eight
percent of the States perform analyses to evaluate changes on

an occasional basis, and 36 percent project the effect of these
changes with the same frequency. Some States mentioned that

such analyses were performed only upon request. Twenty-seven

percent of the States rarely or never attempt to evaluate

policy changes, and 38 percent rarely or never try to project
these changes.
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Interestingly, among all the types of analyses about which we

inquired, studies that identify error-prone workers or groups

of workers were by far the least likely to be conducted (59

percent of the States indicated that this type of analysis was

rarely or never done). As noted in part III, some States

collected data that identified the eligibility workers who had

worked on the case during the review period. However, only 20

percent of the States routinely seek to identify whether

certain workers (or groups of workers) are inordinately found
to be in error. Another 22 percent do so on an occasional
basis.

Only seven States specified conducting other types of analyses

with the normal QC review data. These include computing NPA
and PA error rates, describing client and office trends, and

performing causal analysis and error specification.

B. TYPES OF ANALYSES CONDUCTED USING DATA COLLECTED THROUGH

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL REVIEWS

States may elect to perform special case reviews to supplement
the normal QC review process. As explained in Part III, these

reviews may involve: adding cases to the normal QC sample

(using the same procedures in effect for the normal QC review)

and reporting the data to FNS; adding cases to the normal QC

sample (as above) and not reporting the data to FNS; or

performing special management reviews whose results are not

reported to FNS. The data available for these analyses vary

depending on the type of case review conducted in the state.

As indicated in part III, the special management reviews were
restricted to an examination of the case file as well as an

examination of other documents in the certification or issuance

office (e.g., Household Issuance Records, FNS-25 and-46

reports, etc.). However, the other two methods of review
follow normal QC review procedures. Thus, the information

gathered while verifying case record information is also
available. To get a complete understanding of the special

review procedures used in a state, as well as their use of

these data for analysis, the reader can examine tables III.2,

III.3, and appendix table B.8.

Although a relatively small number of States perform special
case reviews (see tables III.2 and III.3), all States were

asked to identify the type of analysis they perform using the

67



TABLE IV.2

SUMMARY OF STATE ANALYSES CONDUCTED

AS PART OF SPECIAL REVIEWS

Number of States

Routine Occasionally Rarely/Never

IdentifyError-ProneCases 17 7 0

Identify Error-Prone Workers/Groups of Workers 11 7 6

IdentifyError-ProneOffices 14 7 2

DescribetheFoodStampCaseload 4 11 9

Project Caseload Size/Characteristics 2 5 17

Evaluate Changes in FS Policy/Administration 4 11 9

Project Effect of Policy/Procedural Changes 2 11 11
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data they obtained through these reviews. Respondents were

also asked to report the frequency of their occurrence. The

types of analyses we identified are the same as those

identified for analyses conducted with the normal QC sample. A

summary of the state responses is shown in table IV.2. (See

appendix table B.8 for individual State responses.) Of those

24 States that have data available for analysis from some type

of special review, most use these data to conduct error-prone

analyses. As is the ease with data collected through normal QC
reviews, an analysis that seeks to identify error-prone case

categories is most prevalent; 17 States use their special

review data for this purpose on a routine basis and 7 do so

occasionally. Fourteen States regularly perform an analysis to

identify error-prone local offices, while seven States perform

this analysis occasionally. (As noted in the previous section,

this type of analysis was also performed on a relatively
frequent basis with the normal QC review data.) Another 11

States routinely use the special review data to identify error-

prone workers. This same type of analysis is conducted
occasionally in seven States. This is slightly less than the
number of States that use normal QC review data for the same

purpose. It is interesting that States use both normal review

and special review QC data for each of these three types of

error-prone analyses. However, its use for error-prone

analysis is consistent with the reasons given by respondents

for collecting data in special reviews (see part III).

Fifteen States, on either a regular or occasional basis, use

their special review data to describe the food stamp caseload,

or to evaluate the impact of changes in food stamp policy or

operations. Thirteen States indicated that the data are used

to project the effect of such ehanges. Projecting the size and

characteristics of the food stamp caseload using special review
data is a relatively infrequent occurrence; only seven States

indicate doing so with any frequency.

Only four States specified using special review data for

another type of analysis. Minnesota and New Jersey use special

review data to develop corrective action strategies.

Pennsylvania conducts these $ypes of reviews to study wage

matching, and Montana did not specify their use of these data.

C. USE OF FNS-PROVIDED SOFTWARE

Computer files store the QC review data that States use when

they perform these various types of analyses. This method of
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storage also enables the States to send these data to the

central FNS offices. To facilitate creating these files, a set

of software, which was developed by a contractor for FNS, is
made available to the States. This software runs on a

Televldeo microcomputer system and transmits a state's

individual case data over telephone lines to FNS. This

software also enables States to perform all required analyses
to arrive at the error rate statistics they must report to

FNS. In addition, this software has other analytic program
capabilities.

In conducting the QC portion of the census, we asked each state

respondent whether their state used the FNS software to analyze

their QC data. Seventy-one percent of the States indicated
that they do indeed use this software. In addition, in those

States where it is being used, 86 percent use it to carry out

error-prone analysis. (See appendix table B.9.)

This information appears to indicate that the use of this

software is relatively widespread among the States. However,
other comments made by several of those States that specified

using the software should be considered along with the

responses that appear in appendix table B.9.

Several States mentioned that the FNS software, while used in

their state, was not their primary means for obtaining data for

analysis. Other States indicated that the software was either

used occasionally, or believed not to be useful at all (i.e.,

one state considered it "too bulky," while another felt it was

only suited to urban States). One state that indicated using

the software specified using it only for their AFDC QC review
data and analysis, not for food stamps. Finally_ several of

the States mentioned using it solely to generate reports for
FNS.
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V. SELECTED OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The final module of the QC census instrument was designed to
gather information on various operational characteristics of

the QC review system. These characteristics help to describe:

the procedures state QC reviewers follow when they visit

locai offices during the review;

the extent of a QC reviewer's responsibility for giving the
final error determination decision; and

whether individual States review the initial QC reviews

performed by their QC reviewers.

First, we discuss the type of notification given to the local

offices when the state is planning to carry out their QC

reviews. We also describe any preparations that are made by
the local offices for these reviews. Second, we describe who,

aside from the QC reviewer, is involved in determining whether

or not there is an error in one of the sampled oases subject to

the QC review. Finally, we address state re-reviews of the
initial QC ease review determinations.

A. LOCAL OFFICE NOTIFICATION/PREPARATION

Before conducting the review, State QC reviewers need to obtain

the sampled case records from the LFSAs. To gather these

records, the reviewers may travel to the local offices
themselves and pick up the case records, or they may request
that the local offices mail the respective case records to
them. If the reviewer plans to pick up the case records they
may or may not notify the local office of their plan to
visit. We might expect that the reviewer's method of
collecting the case information will, to some extent, influence
the record-keeping procedures in a local office.

For instance, if a state QC unit never notifies the LFSA in

advance of their visits, the loeat office might be careful to

maintain and consolidate all pertinent case record information

for their caseload. The local office might do so to insure

that all informat£on that was available to an eligibility
worker when the final ease disposition was made will be intact

for the review. The reviewers, however, might prefer to notify

the local offices so that the sampled ease files would be ready

when they arrived. In addition, the local office would then be

able to make copies for their own use in the event that a ease

action would take place during the review cycle.
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In conducting this portion of the QC census, we asked the state

respondents to indicate whether the QC reviewers notified the

local offices when they were planning to visit to conduct their

reviews. Of the States that responded (51 of the 53 census

States), 90 percent said that they gave the local office some

type of notification. Most often (87 percent of the States),

the state QC reviewers simply identified which local cases were

subject to review. Sixty-three percent of the States request
that the selected QC review ease files be sent to them. A

significant proportion of States, 54 percent, inform the local

office of the date when the review will take place. The state-
by-state responses are shown in columns 2 to 4 of table V.1.

Regardless of whether the QC reviewers obtain the case record

information themselves, or request the case information be sent
to them through the mail, certain difficulties can arise. For

instance, if reviewers request that case record information be

sent to them, the local office may have difficulty locating all
of the case information. This delays receipt of the ease

record and makes it difficult for a reviewer to complete the QC

review within 30 days. If the reviewer visits the local office

without having specified the cases that will be reviewed, they

might spend time waiting for the ease record and other related
materials to be assembled.

Depending on the type of notification they receive, local

offices may or may not make preparations for the review. We

asked the States to specify how local offices prepare for the
reviews, and whether these preparations take place before or

after the reviewer arrives. Forty-six States specified the

kind of preparations made by local offices for the review. In

general, these preparations involve pulling the ease files

included in the QC sample and, if requested, mailing them to
the QC reviewer. A few States assemble other material related

to the ease. In Hawaii, for example, the local office

supervisor reviews the case files before they are mailed in.
In 40 States, the local office prepares for the review before

the state QC reviewer arrives. Another six States pull the

ease files for the QC reviewers after they arrive. (See

appendix table B.10 for individual State responses.)

B. RESPONSIBILITY FOR ERROR DETERMINATION

If_ during the ease review, the QC reviewer discovers a
variance between either the ease record and verified

documentation, or the current case disposition (as of the
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review date) and the disposition arrived at by the reviewer, it
must be determined whether the case does in fact contain an

error. This involves determining if the identified variance(s)
is (are) to be included in, or excluded from, the error

determination using the procedures outlined in the Quality
Control Review Handbook (i.e., if the variance is a result of

circumstances that occurred following the last certification

action or if the change was not and should have been reported

by the household).11/ The responsibility for making this

initial decision may lie with the reviewer alone, or with the
reviewer and other individuals.

The QC census respondents were asked to describe who is

involved in making the initial error determination. As shown

in table V.1, 20 States indicated that other individuals, along

with the reviewer, were involved in the error determination

process. Columns 1 through 4 of this table list these other

personnel. In all but one of these States, the reviewer's

supervisor plays a role in determining whether the case is in

error. In eight of these States, o_the reviewer and his/her
supervisor are involved. In three States, these two

individuals are assisted by a policy specialist. In Montana,
the policy specialist works with the QC reviewer exclusively to

determine case error. In the eight remaining States, a greater
number of individuals play a role in determining case error.

These include some combination of the reviewer, the reviewer's

supervisor, a policy specialist, other reviewers, and other

food stamp personnel who vary from state to state. Including
other persons in the error determination stage may add time to

the QC review process, since the reviewer may have to brief

these other members on the details of the case. However, some

States may consider the input of more individuals at this stage
to be beneficial, since the determination of error often

involves complex decisions. For example, if the gross income a
household received during the time period(s) used to determine

its eligibility and allotment level for the sample month

differs from what is shown on the sample month worksheet (as of

the review date), a determination must be made of whether the
difference results in a variance that should be included in the

L!/Food and Nutrition Service. April 1984, p. 120.
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error determination. A variance that results from the

nonverified portion of a household's gross nonexempt income
will be excluded from the error determination if there is

conclusive documentation by the local agency that this income
could not be verified at the time of certification.12/ In this

instance, it might be helpful if such a subjective decision

(whether the local agency Qould have verified this income at

the time of certification) were based on the input of more than

one individual, rather than leaving the decision to the
reviewer alone.

States might also specify whom a reviewer should consult if a

food stamp policy-related question arises during the error
determination process. Respondents were asked to identify who

assists the reviewers when this type of issue arises.

(Individual state responses are shown in appendix table B.11.)

Given these responses, it appears that most often (17 States)
the reviewer's supervisor answers these questions. In 13

States, a reviewer's supervisor and a policy specialist assist

QC reviewers when policy questions arise. A policy specialist

alone is consulted in another elg_t States. In the remaining

14 States, another individual, such as the QC supervisor, may

handle food stamp policy-related questions alone or in

conjunction with the reviewer's supervisor and/or polley

specialist. Given the complex set of food stamp eligibility

criteria and rules for their application, it is not surprising
that each state in the census (excluding one non response)

specified at least one person whom a reviewer would contact if

a policy-related question arose during the error determination
process.

C. RE-REVIEW OF QC CASES

States may also elect to internally re-review the sampled QC
ease reviews after the initial error determination has

occurred. As mentioned above, the reviewer's supervisor,

policy specialist, or other staff are often involved with the

reviewer during the initial error determination process.

However, States may prefer to re-review cases internally to

12/Food and Nutrition Service, April 1984, pp. 129-130.
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insure that case determinations were made correctly.

Certainly, there is an incentive for States to check those
cases that are found to be in error. Cases that are found to
contain an incorrect error can affect a state's error rate.

However, it might also be assumed that States would prefer to

find an_ type of incorrect case determinations (either
determined to be in error and is correct, or error not found

when some aspect of the ease actually is error) prior to the

Federal re-review. For example, if an erroneous case that is
actually corect is not detected, it would increase the error

rate in that State. Therefore, States might elect to

internally check oases not found to contain errors, in addition

to those initially determined to be in error.

State respondents were asked whether they conducted any re-

reviews of the initial case determinations, and to specify the

types of cases subject to these reviews. Ail States conduct

some type of internal re-review of their QC sample cases

(excluding three States that either did not respond or did not

know). (See appendix table B.12, columns 1 through 4.) In

fact, 29 States perform a re-review of all the cases subject to

the QC review. Another 20 Statesl3/ re-review only those cases

that have been initially determined to contain an error. Ten
States conduct internal reviews of a random sample of each QC

reviewer's cases. In North Carolina, all error cases (counted

in the total above) are checked, as is a random sample of cases

without errors. Texas is the only state that exclusively re-
reviews those cases that do not contain an error. Ail reviews

of the initial error determination occur prior to the QC case

review data submission to FNS. (See appendix table B.12,
column 11.)

States estimated that the amount of time required to complete

the re-reviews ranged between 6 minutes and 8 hours. The wide

variation of these estimates is due, at least in part, to
whether the estimate is for a case with an error, without an

error, or if it is an average of both types of cases.

Therefore, the reader is cautioned against drawing any

conclusions about relative efficiency from these figures. (See
appendix table B.12, column 13.)

13/This figure excludes those States that indicated conducting
reviews of all cases and eases with errors since) by defini-

tion, all cases include the latter.
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The individual or group responsible for conducting these

reviews varies from state to state, and also varies depending
on the type of cases subject to a review. Based on the

information provided by the state respondents (shown in

appendix table B.12, columns 5 through 10), it is clear that

the reviewer's supervisor is almost always involved in re-
reviewing the sampled QC cases. Of the 50 States that

responded, all but 3 mentioned that this supervisor is involved
in conducting the internal re-reviews. Several States

indicated that supervisory review is a relatively common
practice. At least nine States told us that the reviewer's

supervisor always checks the sample ease after the initial
error determination is made.

Twenty-six States indicated that a policy specialist is

involved in conducting their re-reviews, and 24 States
mentioned the involvement of the QC division director. The

local offices in 17 States are given the opportunity to review
their portion of the QC sample caseload after the state makes

their initial determination of error. Special review
committees exist in 16 of the States to conduct internal re-

reviews, and 20 States mentioned other individuals, such as a

Corrective Action Coordinator, who take part in the re-review
process.

It is important to note that, in many States, several of the

individuals or groups mentioned are involved concurrently in

the internal re-reviews. In other States, sequential reviews

of cases coeur. This latter type of review usually occurs for

cases that are initially determined to contain an error. In
some instances, this involves an initial supervisory review, a

review by a poliey specialist, and, finally, if these
individuals still concur that the ease is in error, the ease is

sent to the original local office for review and comment.74/

As another example, in Minnesota, all cases are re-review_ by

field supervisors. Upon completion, these supervisors send the

cases to the state supervisor. Finally, the cases believed to

contain an error are reviewed again at a meeting of the field
supervisors, state supervisor, policy specialist, and director

14---/Atthis stage, the local office is usually allowed, with
good reason, to contest the initial error determination.
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of the QC/Corrective Action Unit. These persons discuss each
case and determine whether the case should be considered in

error. Other States mentioned that the corrective action

coordinator/committee is involved in the re-review process to

gather information about problematic case areas that should be
targeted in the state's corrective action plan.

The extensive number of cases subject to review and number of
individuals involved in conducting these reviews implies that

States regard these internal re-reviews as an important

component of their QC systems.
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APPENDIX A



t t' 'I__! '1', !__!--I

(_ALITY CONTROL
STATE CENSUS ]_qSTaln4ENT

NODULE 1: OaCANIZATXONAL INFOgMATION

1.00 What is the name of the organizational unit that is responsible for
carrying out food stamp Quality Control reviews in (STATE)?

1.01 For what programs other than the Food Stamp Program does this unit
carry out QC reviews? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

AFDC ..................................... 1 0

MEDICAID .... ,............................ 1 0

GENERAL ASSISTANCE ....................... 1 0

OTHER ....... °, ........................... 1 0

(SPECIe) 1__I,I

1.02 Does this unit have any major responsibilities apart from conduc:ing

Quality Control activities? IF YES, ASK--Please describe these

responsibilities briefly.

_ESee.eeeeeeeleleeeeeeeee*e,eeeeeeleeeeeel

NO,,,.,,,.°,,,,,..,,.,,,.....,,..., ..... ,0

NOTES:

1.03 Is this unit also responsible for analyzing QC data and preparing

reports?

YES ........ (GO TO 1.07) .................. 1

NO®eeeeee.eleeleee®eleel®eee®laeeeeeeeee.O

1.04 What is the name of the unit responsible for analyzing food stamp QC

data and preparing reports?

A-1
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1.05 For what programs other than the Food Stamp Program does this unix
carry out similar analytic and reporting activities? (CIRCLE "1" OR

"0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)
YES NO

AFDC.,, .................................. 1 0

MEDICAID ............. ,................... ! 0
GENERAL ASSISTANCE ....................... 1 0

OTHER .................................... 1 0

(SPECIFY) I I__l

].06 Does this unit have any major responsibilities apart from these
analytic and reporting activities? IF YES, ASK--Please describe these

respoasibllities briefly,

YES...................................... 1
NOe,ee.,eo_l,lelll,le,eee.leeele,eeeeees,0

NOTES:

1.07 Are food stamp QC reviews integrated with the reviews for other

programs in (STATE)? (INTERVIEWER: WE ARE ASKING HERE ABOUT
INTEGRATION OF THE REVIEW, NOT OF THE SAMPLE OF CASES REVIEWED)

1eeeeell®ee®eeeel,e.®,eeeee,eeee,l,eee,

' NO .... (GO TO 2.00) ....................... 0

'- 1.08 With what other programs are the reviews integrated? (CIRCLE "1" OR
"0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

AFDC,..,.,,,,,,,,, ..... .......,..... ..... 1 0

MEDICAID ........ ,........................ 1 0

GENERAL ASSISTANCE ................. ,..... 1 0

OTHER .................................... 1 0

(SPECIFY) I__[__1
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NODULE 2: COSTS OF _ STATE qqIALITY CONTROL SYSTEM

2.00 The next series of questions concerns the costs of operating the QC
system in (STATE). In all of these questions, we would like to know

the total cost attributable to Food Stamp qC, counting both the State
and the Federal share of the costs. If possible, they should be for
the most recent available 12-month period.

What were total annual personnel costs for Food Stamp QC. Please break
these costs down into the categories shown below, If actual cost data
are not available for the individual categories, please estimate the
percentage of total QC costs in each category.

_ ......................... _ld_J_J, td_Ld,Udd _ Ldd_-

n__.ss:c_.s_ _ _c_..sIJJ_, L_J__J, LJJ_J _ LJ_J_
_:_ _n_ _ _ ....._L_LX2,LJ_J_J, LJ_J_J _ LJ_I_
_IO_ALS Pat_AKLNU_C

_s ............................ sL_J_L.J, U_J_J, U_J_J _ Ld_d_

(Exa,_ _sc_,s) ............ sLJ,..J._t,{ I_L.J. LJ_J__I_ LJ_..Jz
(ri,a._ _ na,'_.)

I_J._.l

I_J..J
a.._,Ic,__ l_z,,:_ s'r,_........sL..J..J_J,! II..J, LI_LJ aRL..J...J:_

_ _ '_ _ s'r_...sl_J_J_t,LL_L.J,LL_LJ aRLJ.J_

2.01 l_at were total _! _rrperscma_ coats for F__!__Stamp (lC, broken d_a into the
foLt_.r_ categories:

_-_ _ .......... ..*LJJ/, U_l_J, I_I_U aRL_l_Jz
I

_ _ = qc_ .....eli J J, LIJJ, LI__IJ aRI_Uz

,_,_,z,_ ................ si I_J_J,U_J_t, LId__J aRI I_J,_

a'_ .................... ...........sl_JdJ, U_LJ, UJ/c_ U_I_.
(]z_n']_ _ 00STS.)

Ill
J_JJ
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2.02 Have any special studies been undertaken to measure any of these cost
elements? If so, could we have a copy?

NO STUDIES UNDERTAKEN ...................................... 0

STUDIES UNDERTAKEN, COPY NOT AVAILABLE ..................... 1
STUDIES UNDERTAKEN COPY TO BE FORWARDED

! eleeteeeleleeleeeel2
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IIODIILE 3: COMPOSITION OF QC ]LVVlMR OOSTS

3.00 What is the typical background of new Quality Coutrol reviewers in
terms of the following characteristics:

a. From a previous position in the welfare department?

YES .... 1

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

b. From what position typically?

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ....................... 1

ELIGIBILITY WORKER SUPERVISOR ............ 2

OT_R.................................... 3

(sPEc_) I__lI

c. Typical number of years experience in that position?

m_BEROFn_S .................... I I I

d. Educational attainment?

LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE ........... 1

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE OR EQUIVALENT ....... 2

SOME COLLEGE ............................. 3
4-YEAR COLLEGE GRADUATE .................. 4

EDUCATION BEYOND COLLEGE ................. 5

3.01 What is the entry-level wage or salary for QC reviewers? What is the

average wage or salary for those currently employed?

CENTER,m_*LOR.OURLYFIGU=)

.. m_TRY-LEVELPAY: _ SALARYS !.El__I, Li__I IWAGE/m__t__l....I, ---i'--'i "

b. AVENGEPAY: ,'_N_ALSAL_Y_ I I I, t__l__l__}
WAOWHR$1.,I ,,I.'T-_:t--_2
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3.02 Countlng all assistance programs, what is the total number of full-

time-equivalent reviewers. (INTERVIEWER: IF FS REVIEWERS ARE ENTIRELY

SEPARATE, JUST COUNT THEM AND ANSWER lO0 IN 3,03)

mmBEROFBE _V_EWERS I__1__1

3.03 What proportion of total reviewer time is allocated to the Food Stamp
Program?

PERCENT ......................... I{!{.., _ ,,

3.04 How long does a reviewer spend on an average active case QC review,

counting all the activities from desk review through write-up?

' _OURS I t I.le.l.lolo.lleelelel®..let.l.®

AND

MINUTES [ [ {9e.llltllte,elet,ee.._,,._,_

3.05 In a normal food stamp active case QC review, what percent of the

reviewer's time is spent on each of the following activities:

a. Percent for desk review? .................. {_{ I

b. Percent for travel? ....................... I [ I

c. Percent for interview? .................... { I t

d; Percent for verification and

collateral checks? ........................ I { {

-- e. Percent for computation? .................. I I I

f, Percent for error determination? .......... {_{_{

g. Percent for write-up? ..................... [ {__{

h, Percent for other? ........................ {__} }

(SPECIFY) ,{ { {

3.06 Altogether, how much time does a QC reviewer spend on a QC review for

an average NPA case? Recall that the overall average was __hours
and minutes, (SEE 3,04 ABOVE,)

HOURS....................... . ...... { } {
AND

MINUTES ............................ { { {
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3.07 How much time does a QC reviewer spend on a QC review for an average PA

case (counting time spent on non-food stamp aspects of the case)?

.ouRs.......................... .-.-I__1, I

m_Es ............................ I__1 I

3.07a How much incremental time do you estimate is needed for non-FS aspects

for an integrated case?

.ouRs.............................. I I I
AND

MINUTES............................ I I I

3.08 What factors can cause the reviewer tO spend a greater than average
amount of time on a case? Please rate each factor as leading to a

large, medium, or small amount of increased time.

LARGE MEDIUM SMALL

(> 60 rains) (20-60 rains) (< 20 rains)

a. Case has earnings .............. 1 2 3

b. Case has unearned Income ....... 1 2 3

c. Case has 5 or more members.....1 2 3

d.- Case ;ecetved AFDC, Medicaid

and food stamps ................ 1 2 3

_ e. Case receives GA and
food stamps .................... 1 2 3

f. An error is found in

the case .......................1 2 3

g. Case is at a remote office ..... ] 2 3

h. Household_Iives far from

the office ..................... 1 2 3

I. Other .......................... 1 2 3

<sPEciFY) I__1__1
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3.15 How much time would a reviewer spend on an "easy" NPA case -- that is,
an N-PA case with very limited income and none of the other difficult
characteristics ?

HOURS.............................. I f I
AND

mNUTES............................I } I

3.16 How much time would a reviewer spend on a "hard" NPA case -- that is,

an NPA case in which most or all of the above factors apply?

.ou_s..............................{ { {
AND

m_TES ............................ I I }

3.17 How much time would a reviewer spend on an "easy" PA case -- that is,

a PA case in with only AFDC income and none of the other difficult
characteristics?

_ou_s..............................I I I

MINUTES............................ I I I

3.18 How much time would a reviewer spend on a "hard" PA case -- that is, an
PA case in which most or all of the above applicable factors apply?

.ouRs.............................. { { [

MINUTES............................ I } I
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NODULE 4: SUPPLEMENTATION OF BASIC QC DESIGN
I_ORACTIVE CASE RMVIEWS

4.00 Is it correct that the number of active case reviews conducted annually
for the Food Stamp Program is ? (INTERVIEWER: GET NUMBER

BEFORE CONDUCTING INTERVIEW.) IF NOT, ASK_What is the correct number?

a. YES ......... (GO TO 4.01) ................. 1

NOeeeeeeeeeeeteelee®eeeee.ee.eeeee.eeeee.O

b COR_CT_ER ......l__l I I.I__l I I

4.01 Are any "extra" reviews conducted? That is, by how many reviews does

the number conducted exceed the minimum required by federal regulations
(not counting extra reviews to compensate for non-response?)

NONE.......... (ooTO4.03)............... o

mn_SER.............. II1__1,11_1__1

4.02 What is the main reason that the state conducts the additional reviews?

TO GET MORE PRECISION IN OVERALL ERROR ESTIMATE ............ 1

TO ALLOW MORE DETAILED ANALYSIS OF CAUSES

AN_ NATURE OF ERRORS ....................................... 2

TO ALLOW ANALYSIS BY OFFICE OR BY REGION ................... 3

OTNER ...................................................... 4

- (sPscirY) I ___1

4.03 Does the state collect any supplementary information not normally
required in active case reviews?

YES ...................................... l

- NO ..... ...... (GO TO 4.07)..... ........... 0

4.04 Is this information collected for all cases reviewed for QC purposes,
or only a subsample?

ALL ............. (GO TO 4.06) ............. 1
SUBSAMPLE ................................ 2
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4.05 For bow many cases is this information collected each year?

{ {__{ {. I I.... I {
4.06 What is the nature of the information collected? (CIRC'LE "1" FOR ALL

THAT APPLY.)

DEMOGRAPtlIC (_ARACTFRISTICS .............. 1

WELFARE PARTICIPATION HISTORY ............ 1
WORK EXPERIENCE..; ....................... 1
OTHER .................................... 1

(SPECIFY) {__{__{

4.07 Does (STATE) conduct any additional reviews that are the same as QC
reviews but are not counted as part of the normal 0C sample?

YESeeeeeeeeeetaolleee®eeo_eee,.e- os'ese e_

NO........... (GO TO 4.11) ................ 0

4.08 How many such reviews are conducted each year?

_BER.............. 1 I I1,_ L_I I t____

4.09 What is the main purpose of these addi_onal reviews?

TO GET MORE PRECISION IN OVERALL ERROR ESTIMATE ............ l

TO ALLOW MORE DETAI'LED ANALYSIS OF CAUSES
' AND NATURE OF ERRORS 2eeleee el®®eeeeee,e®eleleleeom®e,,eeeeee

TO ALLOW ANALYSIS BY OFFICE OR BY REGION ................... 3

OTHER ...................................................... 4

_sP_c_m I I_!

4.10 Are there any important differences between the way the normal OC

sample and the sample of additional review cases is drawn? IF YES,
ASK--What is the main difference?

a. YES .......

,_o....... ii.li_o'¢o';ill;i'i'ii'iiiiii' 1'_
b. (SPECIFY DIFFERENCE)

/_1_{
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4.11 Does (STATE) conduct any special food stamp case reviews for management
purposes, apart from those reviews we have already discussed?

YES.... !

4.12 What is the main purpose of these additional reviews?

TO GET MORE PRECISION IN OVERALL ERROR ESTIMATE ............ !

TO ALLOW MORE DETAILED ANALYSIS OF CAUSES

AND NATURE OF ERRORS ....................................... 2

TO ALLOW ANALYSIS BY OFFICE OR BY REGION ................... 3

TO ALLOW MORE DETAILED ANLAYSIS OF

AGENCY ERRORS .............................................. 4

TO MEASURE PERFORMANCE OF INDIVIDUAL WORKERS ............... 5

OTHER ......................... ,............................ 6

(SPECIFY) I I__l

4.13 How many of these special food stamp reviews are conducted per year?

mm_ER .............. [ I I I, I I I I

4.14 Are th_' special review cases drawn similarly to the normal QC sample,
that is, as a random sample of all food stamp cases? IF NOT, ASK--How
is the special sample drawn?

a. SIMILARLY TO RANq_OM SAMPLE...(GO TO 4.15) ............ l
DIFFERENTLY ............ ,.... ,........................ 2

b. (SPECIFY PROCEDURES)

III
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4.15 Is the review process for the special reviews the same as the normal QC

review process? IF NOT, ASK--What kind of review is conducted?

a. SAME ............. (GO TO 5.00) ............ !
DIFFERENT ................................ 2

b. FILE REVIEW ONLY ......................... 1

OTHERPROCEDURE..........................2

(SPECIFY) I__t__t

4,16 How much reviewer time does one of these special reviews take? Please
express your answer as a percentage of the amount of time required for

a normal QC review. (For example, if the special review takes half as
much reviewer time as the normal QC review, the answer is 50 percent.)

PERCENT OF NORMAL

QC_VlEWTI_E..................I l__fI
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lqODULg 5: ANALYSIS OF QC DATA

5.00 Which of the following types of analyses are conducted with t_Jedata

collected as part of the normal QC review process? Please indicate

whether each type of analysis is performed routinely, occasiomally, or
rarely or never,

RA_ZL¥/
ROUTINELY OCCASIONALLY NEVER

a, Identification of error-prone
categories of cases ................ 1 2 3

b. Identification of error-prone

workers or groups of workers ....... 1 2 3

c. Identification of error-prone
offices............................1 2 3

d. General descriptions of the

food stamp caseload................! 2 3

e. Projections of caseload size
or characteristics in future

periods............................1 2 3

f. Evaluations of the impact of

changes in food stamp policy
or administrativeoperations.......1 2 3

g. Projections of the expected

effect o[ changing policy or
procedures ......... ,............... 1 2 3

h. Other .............................. 1 2 3

(SPECIFY)

Ll_l

5.01 Does (STATE) use the analysis software made available by FNS to analyze
QC data?

YES.ee,,eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee,eel

NO...........(GO TO 5.03)................0

5.02 Is this software used to carry out "error-prone" analysis?

YES,., I
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5.03 INTERVIEWER IS THE NORMAL QC REVIEW PROCESS SUPPLEMENTED

CHECK ITEM BY ADDITIONAL QC REVIEWS? "YES" IF ANSWER

WAS YES TO QUESTIONS 4,01, or 4,07, or 4.11.

YES ..... ,.... ,., ......................... 1

NO ........... (GO TO 6.00) ................ 0

5.04 Which of the following types of analysis are conducted with the data
collected through special reviews supplementing the normal QC review

process? Please indicate whether each type of analysis is performed

routinely, occasionally, or rarely or never,

RARELY/
ROUTINELY OCCASIONALLY NEVER

a. Identification of error-prone

categories of cases ................ I 2 3

b. Identification of error-prone
workers or groups of workers ....... 1 2 3

c. Identification of error-prone
offices............................1 2 3

d. General descriptions of the

food stamp caseload................1 2 3

e. Projections of caseload size
or characteristics in future

periods............................1 2 3

f. Evaluations of the impact of
changes in food stamp policy

or administrative operations ....... 1 2 3

g. Projections of the expected
effect of changing policy or
procedures ......................... 1 2 3

h, Other ..... ,........................ I 2 3

(SPECIFY)

lit
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_DULE 6: _I_ _h'TROL _OCEDURES

6.00 _ you know of any aspects of the QC review in (STATE) that are
significantly _re stringent or rigorous than in mst other states?

YES ............ . ...... . .................. I
NO........... (GO TO 6.00.02) ............. 0

6.00.01 Please describe the points on which (STATE) is more rigorous.

III

Iit

6.00.02 Do you know of any ways in _ich other states generally _rry out

more stringent review procedures than (STATE)?

YES ....... 1

6.00.03 Please describe the points on _ich (STATE) is less stringent.

I_1.1

I_11

_ 6.00.04 Do-you know of any ways in which your FNS Regional Office differs

from other regions in its _ requirements or interpretations?

YES. 1

6.00.05 Please describe the differences.

LI! ....

' L!I
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6.01 When the QC reviewer plans to visit a local office to carry out
reviews, what kind of notification does the office receive?

NOTIFICATION GIVEN? YES ............................. 1

Mo.......(GO TO 6.O5)...........0

WHAT KIND? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

NO NOTIFICATION .............. (GO TO 6.05) .......... I 0
NOTIFICATION OF DATE OF VISIT ....................... 1 0

IDENTIFICATION OF REVIEW CASES ...................... 1 0

ASK THAT CASE FILES BE SENT IN..... ,................ 1 0

6.02 Does the local office normally carry out any preparations for the
review, such as pulling the case files and assembling material on the
case?

YES ....... ,.............................. 1

NO ........ ....(GO TO 6.05) ............... 0

6.03 What kind of preparation is carried out?

I I_1

- w

6.04 Does this preparation normally occur before the reviewer arrives, or
while the reviewer is in the office?

BEFORE REVIEWER ARRIVES .................. 1

AFTER REVIEWER ARRIVES ....... ,........... 2

6.05 When the reviewer completes the case review, is the initial error
determination made by the reviewer alone, or are other persons involved
at this point? r

REVIEWER ALONE .... (GO TO 6.07) ........... 1
REVIEWER WITH OTHER(S) ................... 2
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6.06 Who is involved in initial error determination besides the reviewer?

(CIRCLE '1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS THAT APPLY.)

YES NO

SUPERVISOR ......................... l 0

POLICY SPECIALIST .................. ! 0

OTHER REVIEWER(S) .................. l 0

OTHER...,.,. ....................... ! 0

(SPEClm_) ,l__l__{

6.07 If a question of policy arises in the error determination process, who
answers it?

REVIEW SUPERVISOR ........................ 1

POLICY SPECIALIST.... .................... 2

OTHER ........... ,........................ 3

<SPECIFY) I__{{

6.08 Does any review of the initial error determination occur (not counting

the federal re-review)? IF YES, ASK--What cases are subject to this
review?

a. YES ....................................... l

NO ......... (END INTERVIEW) ................ 2

- b. ALL CASES ................................. 1

RANDOM SAMPLE OF EACH REVIEWER'S CASES .... 2

ALL CASES WITH ERRORS ..................... 3

ALLCASESWITHOUTERRORS..................

OTHER..................................... 5

. (SPECIFY) ,}__}[
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6.09 Who conduces the review? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS THAT APPLY.)

YES NO

REVIEWER SUPERVISOR ................. 1 0

QC DIVISION DIRECTOR ................. ! 0

REVIEW COMMITTEE .... ,................ 1 0

POLICY SPECIALIST .................... 1 0

LOCAL OFFICE ......................... 1 0

OTHER................................ l o

(SPECIFY) I__[ [

6.09a When are they conducted--before or after transmission to FNS?

BEFORE ................................... I

AFTER .................................... 2

6.10 How long does an internal rereview take on average?

HOURS .............................. l__l__[
AND

MINUTES ............................ [ [__[
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APPENDIX TABLE B,I

STATES WITH INTEGRATED REVIEWS

QC CASE REVIEW TIME SPENT FOR NPA AND PA CASES

(HOURS)

Incremental Non-Food Stamp

.';tot,: Avera_le NPA Case Easy NPA Case Hard NPA Case Avera_)e PA Case Easy PA Case Hard PA case Time Required For A PA Review

A I ,_, kd 12.0 8.0 24.0 13.5 6.5 22.0 1.5

F:,_I i for'hid _8 ....

[.:oIor L_do 9°0 7.0 11 .0 12.0 9.5 13.5 7.5

Connuc l i cut 12.0 9.0 15.5 12.0 9.0 15.5 -

Georgia 12.7.5 7.0 21.75 12.25 6.75 22.0 4.0

Idaho 6.5 4.5 6.5 8.0 6.0 8.0 1 .5

I I I inois 9.0 - - 12.0 - - -

i ¢Jdi cind 20.0 10o0 30.0 18.0 10.0 30.0 2.0

iow,, 7.35 5.0 10.5 11.0 9.0 13.5 -

I':_msos 12.15 I0.1 14.1 8.15 6.1 10.1 2,t5

I_ M(:l_,dCllu5<l l u g.5 8.5 18.5 J1.0 g.o 20,,0 2.5

I Hichigdn 12.0 8.0 24.0 12.0 8.0 24.0 6.0

M(m 1,_ri a ......

F_'w ltdnlpbh ir'e 10. I 8.0 20.0 10.9 7,,5 20.0 -

tJ_w fork 14.0 I 1 .0 20.0 16.0 12.0 22.0 3.5

Hurlh Ddko a .......

(h'_gon 8.0 - - 8,0 - - -

Rhodu l slond 14.0 10.0 18.0 14,,0 10.0 18.0 2,,5

SoulhOdkOtd .......

Utah - - - 20.4 - - -

V_rmon t 15.0 8.0 18.0 12.0 9.0 16.0 9.15

Washi ngton B.l 5.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 12.0 2.1

Wesl Virginid 12.0 I1.0 15.0 16.0 14.0 17.0 4.0

Wisconsin 16,0 12,0 16.0 16.0 8,0 16.0 I0.0

'WyOming 6.2 5.0 10.0 8.3 6.0 12.0 2.0

d Indicdt_b _{Ihcr nonresponse or don't know,



APPENDIX TABLE B.2

STATES WITH NONINTEGRATED REVIEWS

QC CASE REVtEW TIME SPENT FOR NPA AND PA CASES

(HOURS)

State Average NPA Case Easy NPA Case Hard NPA Case Average PA Case Easy PA Case Hard PA Case

Alabama 13.0 10,0 20,0 13.0 12.0 20,0

Arizona 12,O 7.7 15,75 7,25 7,25 9,85

Arkansas 18.O 10.5 20.5 14,O 10,5 20.5

Delaware 15.5 9.0 15.5 10.5 II,0 12.5

District of Columbia 17.6 15.O 21.7 20.2 15.5 22.4

Florida 17.6 12.0 22,6 17.6 12.0 22.6

Guam 5.0 2.5 7.O 3.5 2,5 6.0

Ildwaii 6.25 5,0 9,5 8.25 6.5 9,5

Kentucky 11.0 5.0 18.0 7.0 3.0 18.0

louisiana 17.0 11.5 23.5 I1.0 9.0 15.0

Maine 16,0 I0o0 20.0 14.0 8.0 20,0

Maryland 20,0 8.0 30,0 10.75 7,0 25,0

MinneSota 15.0 7.0 20.0 10.0 7.0 20.0

J Mississippi 12.5 8,5 12.0 11.5 9,0 11.0

Missouri 14.0 13.0 14.0 I1.0 9.0 12.0

Nebraska 10.0 7.0 11,3 I0.0 7.0 11,3

Nevada 5.8 2,85 8.65 5.75 2.85 8.65

New Jersey 11,5 9.5 14.25 9.5 7.75 12.25

New Mexico 20.0 14.0 24.0 20.0 14.0 24.0

North Carolina _a _ _ _

Ohio 10.5 6.5 12.0 9,5 6.5 12.0

Oklahoma 20,0 15,0 25.0 10.0 7.5 12.5

Pennsylvania 9.0 6.0 12.0 8.0 4.0 6.0

Soulh Carolina 11,5 - 17.0 11.5 17.0

Tennessee 18.0 10.0 24.0 14.0 10.0 24.0

lexas 12.0 10.5 16.0 12.0 10.0 16.0

Virgin Islands 8.0 - 8.0

Virginia 18.5 10.0 18.5 8,0 8,0 13,5

a Indicates either nonre5ponse or donrt know.



APPENDIX TABLE B.3

THE EFFECT OF FOOD STAMP CASE CHARACTERISTICS

ON QC CASE REVIEW TIME

Earnings Unearned Income Household With 5 or More Members

State , , Lar,'e a Medium b Small c Large Medium Small Large Medium Small

Alobdma Y Y Y

Aldska Y o Y Y

Arizona Y Y Y

Arkansas Y Y Y

California d .....

Color_do Y Y Y

Co.necliuut Y Y Y

Delftware Y Y Y

Di_lrictofColumbia Y Y Y

Florida Y Y Y

Guorg ia Y Y Y

Guam Y Y Y
I

H_w_li Y Y Y

tduho Y Y Y

I II inois Y Y Y

I nd i dna Y Y Y

Iow<J Y Y Y

Kansas Y Y Y

Kentucky Y Y Y

Louisiana Y Y Y

Mdine Y Y Y

Maryldnd Y Y Y

Massachusetts Y Y Y

Michigan Y Y Y

Minn_solu Y Y Y

a lur-ge - Greater Than 60 Minutes,
b Medium - Between 20 and 60 Minutes.

C Small - Less Than 20 Minutes.

d Indicdtes either nonresponse or dontt knOW.

CONTINUED
i

i



APPENDIX TABLE B.3

THE EFFECT OF FOOD STAMP CASE CHARACTERISTICS

ON QC CASE REVIEW TIME

Earnings Unearned Income Household With 5 or More Members

Stale Large a Medium b Small c Large Medium Small Large Medium Small

Mississippi Y Y Y

Missouri Y Y Y

Mor)tana Y Y Y

Nebraska Y Y Y

Nevada Y Y Y

New)la.,pshire Y Y Y

New Jersey Y Y Y

New Mexico Y Y Y

New York Y Y Y

Norlh Carolina Y Y Y

Norlh Dakota d ......

Ohio Y Y Y

Oklahoma Y Y Y

Oregon Y Y Y

I Penn_ytvania Y Y Y

Rhode I_ldnd Y Y Y

South Carolina Y Y Y

SoulhOakola ........

Tennessee Y Y Y

Texas Y Y Y

Ut ah Y Y Y

Ver mon t ¥ Y Y

Virgin Islands Y Y Y

Virginia Y Y Y

Washington Y Y Y

WeulVirginia Y Y Y

Wisconsin Y Y Y

Wyoming Y Y Y

a t.arge - Greater Than 60 Minutes.

b Medium - Between 20 and 60 Minutes.

¢ Small - Less Than 20 Minutes.

d Indicate5 either nonresponse or don't know.
CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.3

THE EFFECT OF FOOD STAMP CASE CHARACTERISTICS

ON QC CASE REVIEW TIME--Continued

Receipt of,,,AFI)q._ Medicaid_ FS Receipt of GA and FS Error Found in Case

St,die Large a, Hedium b Smal I c Larqe Medium Small Lar_le Medium Small

A I db_]llld Y Y y

Alaska Y Y y

Ar' i zone Y Y Y

Ar'kansas Y - - - Y

C_li (ornia d .....

Colorddo Y Y Y

Connecticut Y Y -

De I aware Y Y Y

District of Columbia Y Y Y

FIor ida Y Y Y

Guorgi a Y Y Y

Guam ...... Y

Hawa i i Y Y Y

I I d_ho Y Y Y

II inois Y Y Y

ndicma Y - - - Y

owu Y Y Y

Kansas Y Y Y

Kun Iucky Y Y Y

Louisiana ...... Y

Mu i ne Y - - - Y

MaryIand Y Y Y

Massachusetts Y Y Y

M ict_igan Y Y Y

M i nn_sota Y Y Y

a large - Greater Than 60 Minutes.
b Medium - Between 20 and 60 Minutes.

c $111dJl - Less Than 20 Minutes.
d

Indicates either nonresponse or donmt know,

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.3

THE EFFECT OF FOOD STAMP CASE CHARACTERISTICS

ON QC CASE REVIEW TIME--Continued

Regeipt of AFDC, Medicaidr,F$ Receipt of GA and FS Error Found in Case

State Larse a Medium b Small c Larg e Medium Small Large Medium Small

Mississippi y _d _ _ y

Missouri Y - - y

Montana Y Y y

Nebraska Y Y y

Nevdda Y Y Y

New Ilampshire Y Y Y

New Jersey Y Y Y

New Mexico Y Y Y

New York Y Y Y

Norlh Carol ina Y - - Y

NoT th Dakota .......

Oilio Y Y Y

Ok tdr,oma Y Y Y
I

Oregon Y Y Y

Pennsylv_mia Y Y Y

Rhod_ Island Y Y Y

Soulh Carolina Y Y Y

Soulh Dakota ......

[ennussee Y - - Y

Tex.5 Y - - Y

Utah Y Y Y

Vermont Y Y Y

Virgir, I_lands Y Y Y

Virginia - Y Y

Washington Y Y Y

Wesl Virginia Y - - Y

Wisconsin Y Y Y

Wyornillg Y Y Y

a [arge - Greater Than 60 Minutes.

b Medium - Between 20 and 60 Minutes.

c Smdll - Less Thon 20 Minutes.
d

Indicale_ either nonresponse or don_t know.



APPENDIX TABLE B.3

THE EFFECT OF FOOD STAMP CASE CHARACTERISTICS

ON QC CASE REVIEW TIME--Continued

RemoteFood Stamp Office RemoteHousehold Other

State Largea MediumD Smallc Large Medium Small Large Medium Small

Alabama Y y

Alaska Y y y
Arizona y y _d _ _

Arkansas y y y

California - - _ _

Colorado Y Y _ _ _

Connecticut Y y y

Delaware Y y y

District of Columbia Y Y y

Florida Y Y y

G_orgid Y y y

Guam Y Y y

Hawaii Y y y

I Idaho Y Y -
llti.ois Y Y - -

Indi_md Y Y - _

Iowd Y Y y

Kansas Y Y - - -

Kentucky Y Y y

Louisiana Y Y y

Main_ Y y y

Marylarld Y Y Y

Massachusetts Y Y Y

Michigdn Y Y - - -

Minnesota Y Y Y

a large - Greater Then 60 Minutes.
b

Medium - Between 20 and 60 Minutes.

c Small Less Than 20 Minutes.
d

Indicates either nonresponse or don_t know.

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.3

TttE EFFECT OF FOOD STAMP CASE CHARACTERISTICS

ON QC CASE REVIEW TIME--Continued

Remote Food Stamp office Remote Household Other

Stale Lar_ea Medium D Small c , La,r_e Medium Small , Large Medium Small

Mississippi Y Y y

Missouri Y Y y

Moflldna Y y _d

Nebra_k Y Y y

Nevad_ Y Y -

New flampshire Y Y - -

N_wJersey Y Y Y

New Mexico Y Y - - -

New York Y Y - -

North C_rolina Y Y Y

No_lll Dakota ........

Ohio Y Y Y

Oklahom_ Y Y Y

I Orugon Y Y - - -

P_nnsylvdn ia - - Y Y

Rl_odc I SI and Y Y - - -

Soulh Carol ina Y Y Y

SouthDakota .........

Tennessee Y Y - - -

le×as Y Y Y

Utdh Y Y Y

Vermont Y Y - - -

Virgin 151dnds Y Y Y

Virginia Y Y Y

Washington Y Y Y

West Virginia Y Y - - -

WiscorLsin Y Y Y

Wyoming Y Y - - -

a large - Greater Than 60 Minutes,

b Medium - Between 20 and 60 Minutes.

C Sm,ill Less Than 20 Minutes.

d IndJcdleb either nonresponse or don't know.



APPENDIX TABLE B.4

CHARACTERISTICS OF QC REVIEWERS

Previously Worked In Eligibility Years In Previous Education Reviewers _

State Welfare Department Worker Supervisor Position Level Average Salary

Alabama Y Y § College Grad $27,O66

Alaska Y Y 5 Some Cotlege 36,954

Arizona Y Y 2 HS Grad 25,792

Arkansas Y Y Y 4 College Grad 21,390

Cdlifornia N a _

Colorado Y Y 8 Some Co age 28,800

Connecticut Y Y 3 HS Grad 25,000

Delaware Y Y 4 Some Col ege 21,666

District of Columbia Y Y 5 College Grad 30,120

Florida Y Y 3 College Grad 19,465

Georgia Y Y Y 2 College Grad -

Guam Y Y Y 3 HS Grad 13,598

Hawaii Y Y 6 College Grad 20,304

Idaho Y Y 2 Some College 24,270

I_linoi5 Y Y 8 Some College 24,300i

indiana Y Y 3 Col l ege Grad -

Iowa Y Y Y 5 Some College 21,O86

Kansas Y Y 4 College Grad 23,784

Kentucky Y Y I0 Some College 23p499
t ouisiana Y Y 5 College Grad 19,464

Maine Y Y 5 Some College 20,550

Maryland Y Y 8 Some College 23,179

Massachusetts Y Y 5 College Grad 24,674

Michigan Y Y 5 College Grad 28,891 b

Minnesota Y Y 5 Some College 19,968

Mississippi Y Y Y 5 College Grad -

Missouri Y Y 8 College Grad 19,152

Montana Y Y 2 HS Grad 18,801

Nubraska Y Y 7 Some College 19,597

Hevada Y Y 3 Some College 28,097

d Indicates either non-response or don_t know.

b Lslimate based on average hourly wage.
CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.4

CHARACTERISTICS OF QC REVIEWERS--continued

Previously Norked In Eligibility Years in Previous Education Reviewers,

State Welfare Department Worker Supervisor Position Level Average Salary

New Hampshire Y Y 5 College Grad $20,572

New Jersey yC a Scxne College 18,113

New Mexico Y Y 5 Some College 25,224

New York N College Grad 25,099

North Carolina Y Y 8 College Grad 23,000

North Dakota ....

Ohio Y Y 5 College Grad 20,8OO b

Oklahoma Y Y 5 College Grad 36,308

Oregon Y Y 2 HS Grad 22,404

Pennsylvania Y Y HS Grad 27,283

Rhode Island Y 3 College Grad 21,342

South Carolina Y Y 5 College Grad 20,503

South Dakota N College Grad 18,027i
rennessee Y Y Y 5 College Grad 22,380

lexas Y Y 2 College Grad 23,628

Ul_h Y Y College Grad 26,665 b

V_ralont Y Y § College Grad 21,050

Virgin Islands Y Y 3 HS Grad 12,812

Virginia Y Y Y 2 College Grad 18,005

Washington Y Y 3 Some College 25,404

Wusl Virginia Y Y 7 Some College I7,565

Wisconsin Y Y 4 Some College 21,320 b

Wyoming Y Y 3 Some College 25,445

a Indicates either non-response or don't know.

b Estimate based on average hourly wage.

c Typically, the previous position held by a reviewer was a social case worker.



AI'I'I _11_ IA,IIII 1_,,5

ltl VII WS

CONOUCTEDF_R FULL liNC EQUIVALEHT (f rE ), (IY SIAl[

Reviewer ties In All Proportion of 1limo Allocated Food St_ Food Stamp _C. I ood Slap (_C Revle.s

State Assistance Procjrams to Food 5tamp Revlews a FTEs Snmp!e Size Conducted Per fie

Alabama 36 I00 36.00 2,410 66.g4
AId_kd 11 35 _.85 300 77.92

Arizona 27 64 17.28 2,400 138.89
Arkansas 18 100 18.OO 1,200 66.67

California -P ~ 2,400

Colorado 16 55 8.80 1,348 153.16

Connecticut 27 30 8.10 1,200 148.15
Delaware 3 30 0.90 446 495.56 c

District of r-,ol_{a g 100 B,O0 628 78.50

Florida 29 IOO 29.00 2,400 82.76

Georgia 24 50 12.00 1,200 100.00
Guam 8 100 8.00 318 39.75

Hawaii 17 40 6.80 goo 132.35

Idaho 10 54 5.40 751 139.O7

Illinois 51 30 15o30 2,400 156.86

indiana 60 45 27.00 1,200 44.44

Iowa 23 40 9.20 1,200 130.43

Kansas 28 40 11.20 1,088 97.14

Kentucky 48 100 4B.00 1,8OO 37.50

Louisiana 33 65 21.45 1,200 55.94

I Heine 26 leo 26.00 I,O60 40.77
F-_ Naryland 54 27 14.58 1.200 82._0
_-J Nessachusetts 47 27 12.69 1,2OO 94.56

Nichigen 52 37 19,24 2,400 124.24

Mississippi 22 50 11.OO 1,200 109.O9

Nissourl 53 50 26,50 2,400 90,57

Montane I1 50 5,50 698 126,91

Nebraska 22 I00 22.00 1,500 68.18
Nevada _ 100 3.D0 552 184.00

Nem Hampshire 16 26 4.16 468 112.50

a 100 percent indicates that (ood stm_p reviewers ere entirely separate, therefore only tN,ir FT['s are reported.

b Indicates either non response or don't know,

C in calculating the eatlonal averege_ 446, the food stamp _C sample size, vas used Instead of the ratio shown here since
reviews conducted _td never exceed this sample size.

CONTINf}[D
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CONI_JCII:IJ I'ER FULL I IML I:QUIVALLNI (FIE ), BY SIAIE--conl Inued

Rovlewor Ilia In All I'roporllon of lime AIIocaled t ocxl Stomp rood Stamp QC Food Slamp (_C Nevlews

State Assistance Programs 1o Food Stamp Revie-5 a FI_s Sample Size Conducted Per FT[

New Jersey 26 100 26.00 2,382 91.62

Nuw MexiCO 34 50 17.00 2,400 141.18

New York 64 25 16.00 1,200 75.00

North Carolina 30 50 15.00 1,200 80.DO

Nor th Dakota 6 33 1.98 317 160.10

Ohio 60 38 22.80 1.200 52°6]

Oktai_oma 30 I00 30.00 1,200 40.O0

Oregon 21 48 10.08 2,978 295.44

Pennsylvania 48 27 12.96 1.200 92.59

Rhode Island 15 70 10.50 1,172 111.62

South Carolina 18 100 18.00 1,200 66.67

Sout_ Dakota Il 37 4.07 609 149.63

Tennessee _5 33 11.88 1,200 IO].OI

Texas S1 33 16.83 1,200 71.30

Utah 14 33 4.62 580 125.54

Vermont lO 35 3,_0 440 125.71

Virgin Islands 16 50 8.0(] 300 37.50

Virginia 39 ]5 13.65 1,200 87,91

Washington 40 31 12.40 2.751 221.85

West Vdrglnla 27 40 10.80 1.200 111.11

Wisconsin 34 33 11.22 2,129 189.75

Wyoming 7 45 3.15 300 95.24

tD a 100 percent indicates that food stamp reviewers are entirely separate, therefore only their FTE's are reported,
I

b_



APPENDIX TABLE B,6

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE gC REVIEW UNIT OTHER THAN FOOD STAMP CASE OC REVIEW

Other QC Reviews Responsibilities Apart Another Unit Analyzes

State AFDC Medicaid GA Other From Conductin 9 QC Activities Data and Prepares Reports

Alabama Y

Alaska Y y y

Arizona Y y y

Arkansas Y y y

California Y y

Colorado Y Y y

Connecticut Y Y y y

Delaware Y y y

District of Columbia _a _ _ _ y
Florida Y y

Georgia Y y

Guam Y Y Y y

Hawaii Y Y Y

Idaho Y Y y y

Illinois Y Y y
I

Indiaha Y Y

Iowa Y y

Kdnsas Y Y Y

Kentucky Y Y y

louisiana Y Y y

MJine Y Y y

Maryland Y Y y y

Massachusetts Y Y ¥ y y

Michigan Y Y

Minnesota Y Y y y

Mississippi Y y

Missouri Y Y

Montana Y Y Y Y

Nebraska Y Y Y

Nuvadd y y

a Indicates either nonresponse or dontt know.

CONT 1HUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.6

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE QC REVIEW UNIT OTHER THAN FOOD STAMP CASE QC REVIEW--continued

Other QC Reviews Responsibilities Apart Another Unit Analyzes

State AFDC Medicaid GA Other From Conductin_ QC Activities Data and Prepares Reports

New Hampshire Y Y

New Jersey Y Y Y Y

New Mexico Y Y

New York Y Y Y Y

North Carolina Y Y

North Dakota _a .....

Ohio Y Y

Oklahoma Y Y

Oregon Y Y Y

Pennsylvani8 Y Y Y Y
Rhode Island Y Y Y

South Carolina Y Y

South Dakota Y Y

Tennessee Y Y Y

Texds Y Y Y

Ul_lt Y Y Y Y

Vermont Y Y Y Y
I

Virgin Islands Y Y Y

Virginia Y Y Y

Washington Y Y Y

West Virginia Y Y Y
Wisconsin Y Y

Wyoming Y Y Y

a Indicates either nonresponse or don_t know.



APPENDIX TABLE B.7

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF THE NORMAL QC REVIEW PROCESS, BY STATE

Identify Error-Prone Workers Or

Identify Error-Prone Case Categories Groups of Workers Identify Error-Prone Offices

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

Alabama Y Y Y

Alaska Y Y Y

Arizona Y Y Y

Arkansas Y Y Y

California Y _a _ _

Colorado Y Y Y

Connecticut Y Y Y

Delaware Y Y ¥

District of Columbia Y Y Y

Florida Y Y ¥ .

Georgia Y Y Y

Guam Y Y Y

tlawaii Y Y Y

Idaho Y Y Y

I Illinois Y Y Y

I nd i an a Y Y Y

Io_a Y Y Y

Kansas Y Y Y

Kentucky Y Y Y

louisiana Y Y Y

Mdine Y Y Y

Maryland Y Y Y

Massachusetts Y Y Y

Michigan Y Y Y

Hinn_sota Y Y Y

Mississippi Y Y Y

Missouri Y Y Y

Montuna Y Y Y

Nebraska Y Y Y

flevdda Y Y Y

_s Ih,li,',Jfes eJlht_r nonresponse or dontt know.



APPENDIX TABLE B.7

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF THE NORMAL QC REVIEW PROCESS, BY STATE--Contlnued

Identify Error-Prone Workers Or

Identify Error-Prone Case Categqrie _ Groups of Workers Identify Error-Prone Offices

Sldte Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

New Hampshire Y Y Y

Ne. Jersey Y Y y

New Nexico Y Y y

New York Y Y y

Norlh Carolina Y Y y

North Dakota Y

Ohio Y ¥ y

Oklahoma Y Y Y

Oregon Y Y Y

Pennsylvania Y Y Y

Rhode Island Y Y Y

South Carolina Y Y Y

South Dakota Y _3 _ _ yi
lennessee Y Y Y

Tex_s Y Y Y

Utdh Y Y Y

Vermont Y Y Y

v i_'gin Islands Y Y Y

Virginia Y Y Y

Wdshington Y Y Y

West Virginia Y Y Y
Wisconsin Y Y Y

Wyoming Y Y Y

u Indicates either nonresponse or don"t know.



APPENDIX TABLE B.7

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF THE NORMAL QC REVIEN PROCESS, BY STATE--Continued

ProJect Caseload Size or Evaluate Changes in Food Stamp

Describe the Food Stamp Caseload Characteristics In Future Periods Policy or Administrataive Operations

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

Aldbama y y y

Alaska y y y

Arizona y y y

Arkansas y y y

California a ........

Colorado Y y y

Connecticut Y y y

Delaware Y y y

District of Columbia Y y y

Florida Y y y

Georgia Y y y

Guam Y y y

Itdwdii Y y y

Idaho Y Y y

I Illinois Y Y y

Indiana Y y y

Iowa Y Y y

Kansas Y Y y

Kentucky Y Y y

Louisiana Y Y y

Maine Y y y

Maryland Y Y y

Massachusetts Y Y Y

Michigan Y y y

Minnesota Y Y y

Mississippi Y Y Y
Missouri Y Y

Monlana Y Y Y

Nubraska Y Y Y

N_vdda Y Y Y

a Indicates eilher nonre5ponse or donJt know.

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.7

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF THE NORMAL OC REVIEW PROCESS, BY STATE--Continued

Project Caseload Size or Evaluate Changes in Food Stamp

Describe the Food Stamp Caseload Characteristics In Future Periods Policy or Admlnistrataive Operations

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasional my Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

New Hampshire Y Y y

New Jersey Y Y y

New Mexico Y y y

New York Y Y y

Norlh Carolina Y Y y

North Dakota Y

Ohio Y Y y

Oklolloma Y Y y

Orogon Y Y y

I_ennsylvani8 Y Y Y

Rhode island Y Y Y

South Carolina Y Y Y

Soulh Dakota Y Y y

lennessee Y Y yI
lexas Y Y Y

[lt_h Y Y Y

Vermont Y Y Y

Virgin Islands Y Y Y

Virginia Y Y Y

Wcjshington Y Y Y

Wubi Virginia Y Y Y
wisconsin Y Y Y

Wyoming Y Y Y

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B,7

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF THE NORMAL QC REVIEW PROCESS, BY STATE--Continued

Project the Expected Effect of

Changing Policy or Procedures Other Analysis

Slate Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

Alabama Y

Alaska Y

Arizona Y

Arkansas Y Y

Culifornia a _ _ _

Colorado Y

Connecticut Y Y

Deldware Y

District of Columbia Y Y

Florida Y

G_orgia Y
Guam Y !

Ituwaii Y

I dol,_ Y Y

Ilinoi5 Y

ndian_ Y

owa Y

Kansas Y

Kentucky Y Y

louisiana Y

M_ine Y

Maryland Y

Massachusetts Y

Michigan Y

Minnesota Y Y

Mississippi Y

Missouri

Montana Y

N_braska Y

N_vada Y

d tndicales either nonresponse or don't know,
CONTINHED



APPENDIX TABLE B.7

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF THE NORMAL QC REVIEW PROCESS, BY STATE--Continued

Project the Expected Effect of

Chang!n_ Po!,,!,cy Or Procedures Other Analysis

State Routine Occasionally Rare Routine Occasionally, Rare

Hew H_mpshtre Y

New Jersey Y
New Mexico Y

New York Y

North Carolina Y Y

North Dakota

Ohio Y

Oklahoma Y

Oregon Y

Pennsylvania Y

t_hodeIsland Y

South Carolina Y

South Dakota Y

I Tennessee Y

Iexa5 Y Yo

Uldh Y

Vermont Y

Virgin Islands Y

Virginia Y

W_shington Y Y

West Virginia Y

Wisconsin Y

Wyoming Y



APPENDIX TABLE B.8

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF SPECIAL REVIEWS, BY STATE

Identify Error-Prone Workers Or

I,dent!fy Error-Prone Case Categories Groups of Workers Identify Error-Prone Offices

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

Alabama Y Y Y

Alaska _a ......

Arizona .......

Arkansas Y Y y

C_litornia .......

Colorado Y Y Y

Connecticut ......

Delaware Y Y Y

District of Columbia ........

Florida ........

Georgia .......

Guam .......

Hdwa i i Y Y Y

Idaho .......
f

Ilinois Y Y Y

ndiana Y Y Y

OWd .......

Kansas Y Y Y

Kenlucky ........
louisiana ........

Maine .......

Maryland Y Y Y
Massachusetts Y Y Y

Michigan ........
Minnesota Y Y Y

Mississippi .....

Missouri ......

Montatld Y Y Y

N_brabka Y Y Y

Nevada .......

Indicates either nonresponse or donmt know,

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.8

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF SPECIAL REVIEWS, BY STATE--Cant i nued

Identify Error-Prone Workers Or

Identify Error-Prone Case Categories Groups of Workers Identify Error-Prone Offices

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

Newttampshire ........

New Jersey Y Y Y

New Mexico a .......

New York Y Y Y

North Carolina Y Y Y

NorthDakota .......

Ohio ........

Oklahoma ........

Oregon Y Y Y

P_nnsylvania Y Y Y

Rhode Island ......

South Carolina ......

Soulh Dakota Y Y Y
I [ennessee ...... -

_0
1exes Y Y Y

IJt_h Y Y Y

Vermont ......

VirginIslands ......

Virginia Y Y Y

Washington ........

W_stVirginia .......

Wisconsin Y Y Y

Wyomin_ Y Y Y

d Indicates either nonresponse or don't know.



APPENDIX TABLE B,8

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF SPECIAL REVIEWS, BY STATE--Continued

Project Caseload Size or Evaluate Changes in Food Stamp

Describe the Food Stamp Caseload Characteristics In Future Periods Policy or Administrataive Operations

Slate Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

Alabama Y Y Y

Alaska _a .......

Arizona ........

Arkansas Y Y Y

California ......

Colorado Y Y Y

Connecticut ......

D_laware Y Y Y

District of Columbia .....

Florida .......

Ceorgia .....
Guam ....

tlawdii Y Y Y

I Idaho .....

Illinois Y Y Y

Indiana Y Y Y

towa ......

Kansa5 ¥ Y ¥

Kentucky .....

touisiana .....

Maine ........

Maryla.d Y Y Y
Massachusetts Y Y Y

Michigan .......
Minnesota Y Y Y

Mississippi - - - - - -

Missouri - - - ....

Montana Y Y Y

Nebraska Y Y Y

Nevada - - - ....

d Indicates either nonresponse or don_t know,
CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.8

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF SPECIAL REVIEWS, BY STATE--Coniinued

Project Caseload Size or Evaluate Changes in Food Stamp

Describe the Food Stamp Caseload Characteristics In Future Periods Policy or Administrataive Operations

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

New Hampshire ......

New Jersey Y Y y

NewMexico a ......

New York Y Y y

North Carol ina Y Y y

North Dakota .......

Ohio ......

Oklahoma ......

Or'_gon Y Y y

P_nnsytvania Y Y Y

t{hode Island ......

South Carolinu .....

i South Dakota Y Y y

Te_tnessee ......

lexa5 Y Y Y

Utah Y Y y

Vermont .....

Virgin Islands ........

Virginia Y Y Y

Washington ......

West Virginia ......
Wisconsin Y Y Y

Wyomin 9 Y Y Y

d Indicates either non-response or donet know.

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.8

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF SPECIAL REVIEWS, BY STATE--C_ntinued

Project the Expected Effect of

. Chang!ng Policy or Procedures Other Analysis

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

Alabama Y

Alaska a _ _ _

Arizona .....

Arkansas Y

California .....

Colorado Y

C_.necticut ....

Delaware Y

District of Columbia ....

florida ....

Guorgia ......

Guam ....

I Ilawaii Y

Idaho - - -

Illinois Y

Indiana Y

Iowa ....

Kansas Y

KentuCky - - -

louisiana - - -

Hdine - -

Mdrytdnd Y

Massachusetts Y

Michigan - - -

Minnesota Y Y

Hississippi ....

Mi ssour i - - -

Montana Y Y

Nebraska Y

Nevada ....

a Indicates eiiher nonresponse or don't know.
£ONFIHIIED



APPENDIX TABLE B.8

ANALYSES CONDUCTED WITH THE DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF SPECIAL REVIEWS, BY STATE--Continued

Project the Expected Effect of

Changin 9 Policy or Procedures Other Analysis

State Routine Occasionally Rare/Never Routine Occasionally Rare/Never

New Hampshire a ....

N_w Jersey Y Y

New Mexico ....

New York Y

NolIh Carolina Y Y

North Dakota ....

OhiD ....

Ok Iahoma ....

Oregon Y

P_unsylvania Y Y

Rhode Island ....

South Carolina .....

South Dakota Y YI
lennessee .....

iexas Y Y

tlldh Y

V_rmont ....

VimginIslands ....

Virginia Y

Washington ....

Wes1 Virginia ....

Wisconsin Y

Wyoming Y

d Indicates either nonresponse or don't know,



APPENDIX TABLE Bog

USE OF ANALYSIS SOFTWARE MADE AVAILABLE BY FNS

State Used to Analyze QC Data? Used to Carry Out Error Prone Analysis?

Alabama Y Y

Alaska Y Y

Arizona Y Y

Arkansas N

California Y N

Colorado N

Connecticut N

Delaware Y Y

District of Columbia Y Y

Florida Y Y

Georgia Y N

Guam N

Ilawaii Y Y

Idaho Y Y

Illinois Y N

I
Indiana N

Iowa Y N

Kansas Y Y

K_ntuck¥ Y Y

louisiana Y Y

Maine Y Y

Maryland Y Y

Massachusetts Y N

Michigan N

Minnesota N

Mississippi Y Y

Missouri Y Y

Montana N

Nubraska Y Y

Nevada N

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B,g

USE OF ANALYSIS SOFTWARE HADE AVAILABLE BY FNS--continued

State Used to Analyze 9C Data? Used to Carry Out Error Prone Analysis?

Nuw ttampshire N

NewJersey Y Y
NewMexico Y Y

NewYork Y Y

North Carolina Y Y

a
NorthDakota - -

O_lio Y Y

Oklahoma Y Y

Or_gon N

Pennsylvania Y Y

Rl_ode Island Y Y

South Carolina N

South Dakota Y YI
tennessee Y Y

lexdS N

Ulah N

Vermont Y Y

Virgin Islands Y Y

Virginia Y Y

Washington Y Y

West Virginia Y Y
Wisconsin N

Wyoming Y Y

d Indicates either nonresponse or donmt know.



AF_JENi_IX TABLE O.10

LOCAl. O[FICE NOTIFICATION Of AND PI_LPAHAflON FOR 1_{ QC REVIEW

What Kind el Nofiflcallo.? Do local Offices Prepare Io_ the RovieNt..

Are Local Olflces Nottfled Date of Identify Cases Ask that Case Before After

Sidle of the Pending Revlee? Visit for Review Files be Sent Reviewer Arrives? Revte.er Arrlve_? How do they Prepare?

Alabdm,i Y X X X X Pul case file and mai in

Alaska Y X X X X Pul case file

Arizond Y X X X Pul case file and mai in

Arkansas Y X X a Pul case file and mai In

Cdlilornid

CoIorddo Y X X X Pul and review case f le

£onneclicut Y X X X Pul case file

_td_d_ e Y X X X Pul case file and mail in

District of Columbia Y X X Pul case file

Florida y X X X Pul case file

Georg,a Y X X X X X Pul case file, mail or have ready for reviewer

Guam y X X Pull case file

Ildwaii Y X X X X Supervisor reviews case file, mail in

Idaho ¥ X X X Pull case file and mail in

Illinois Y X X X X Pull case file, set aside work space

hJdiund Y X X X Pull case file, assemble case material

Iowa N

KalISdS y X X X X Pull case file, assemble case material

Kef/lucky ¥ X X X Pull case file, assemble case materiel, mall In

Louisiana Y X X Pull case file and mail In

Maine Y X X X Pull case file

Maryland y X X X Pull case file and mail In
Massachusetts N

I Michigan N

Minnesota Y - X -
_P

Miss_ssippl Y X X Pull case file

Missouri N

Montana y X X X Pull case file and mail in

Nebraska y X X X X Pull case file, assemble case material,
mail o¢' have ready for reviewer

e Indicates either aonresponse Or donet kno_.
CONT INUFD



APPENI)IX [AfII,E B.IO

tO(:At. OFFICE (_K)TIFICATtON _ _ I_RE'PARATION FOR THE _ REiVlEV/--C_:}ntlnued

What Kind of Notification? Do Local Offices Prepare for the Revie,.,,

Are local Offices I_k)/ifled tl._te et Identify Cases Ask that Case Belore After

Slale of the Pendfn,g Revle*? visit for Review Files be Sent Reviewer Arrives? Revle,er Arrives/ Ik:_, do..they Prepare?

Pull case file, assemble case material,

Nevdd,$ Y X X X make copy of file. mall la

Nc. II,Jml)bhire Y X X X X Pull case file, make copy of Input document

N_w Jersey Y X X Pull case file

New Mewico Y X X X X Pull case file. assemble casa material

New York ¥ X X X Pull case file

North Carolina Y X X X Pull case file, furnish reviewers with desks

North Ddkofa a

Ohio T X X X Pull case file

OkldhC_11d Y X X X Pull case file, mall in or have ready for reviever

Oregon Y X X X X Pull case file. mail In or have ready fo*- reviewer

Pennsylvania Y X X X Pull case file and mail in
Rhode I51aad Y X X X Pull case file and mall in

Soglh Carolina ¥ X X Pull case file

South i]akot4 ¥ X X X Pull case file. mail in or have reedy for reviewer

Tennessee ¥ X X - Pull case file and mail in

tu.a5 Y X X X Pull case file and maansas Y y y

California Y case file and mail In

Vermont N

Virgin Islands Y X X Pull case file

Virgini_ Y X X X Pull case file and mall in

i_U Washin,Jton Y X X X X Pull case file. assemble case material, mall in
f Nest virginia Y X X X Pull ca_ file

Cd Wiscom_in Y X X X Pull case fife

0 wyomi_f] Y X X X Pull and u_date case file, assemble case material,
mail In

a Indicates either nonresponse Or dealt k_ow,



APPENDIX TABLE B.I!

WHO ANSWERS POLICY-RELATED QUESTIONS IN THE ERROR DETERMINATION PROCESS

State Review Supervisor Policy Specialist Other

Alabama X X

Alaska X

Arizona X FNS regional office QC staff

Arkansas X X

California Program staff/Central Office

Colorado X

Connecticul X

D_ldware X

District of Columbia X

Florida X QC program supervisor

Georgia X

Guam Bureau chief

Ilawaii X

Idaho X QC program supervisor

Illinois X X Second level supervisor

I

tndian_ X X

Iowa X

Kansa5 X X

Kentucky X
Louisiana X

Maine X X

Maryland X

Massachusetts X QC assistant director

Michigan X X Second line supervisor, director of QA, director of QC audits

Minnesota X X State supervisor

Mississippi X X

Missouri X

Montana X X

Nebraska X X

Nevada X

CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B.11

WHO ANSWERS POLICY-RELATED 0UESTIONS IN THE ERROR DETERMINATION PROCESS--Continued

State Review S,upervisor Poi,icy Specialist Other

New Hampshire X Program Chief

N_w Jersey X

NewMexico X

New York X

North Carolina Chief QC coordinator

Norlh Dakola _a _ _

Ohio X X District office policy specialist

Oklahoma X

Oregon X X

Pennsylvania X

Rhode Island X

Soulh Carolina X X Regional office OC staff

SouthDakota X X

lennessee X

lex_s X

I

I) 14_h X X

Vermont X

Virgin Islands X Higher level supervisors

Virginia X X

Wd_hingion X

Wcst Virginia X

Wisconsin X

Wyoming X X

Ulndicates nonresponse.



APPENDIX TABLE fi.12

INTERNAL REVIEWS 0_ TIlE INITIAL FRBOR DETI_I_41NArlON

Which Cases Are Subject to Review1 Who Conducts the Review?
Conducted Before/After I_urs Required

All Raedoa Sample o! All Ca,es All Ca_es Reviewer 0C Division Review POliCy Local Transmission Io INS? lo Conduct an

..... Cases Each Reviewer_s Case With Errors Without Errors Supervisor Director Committee Specialist Office Other Oefore After Internal Re-Review?

Al,lbam,! X X X X X X _.O

Aldska X X X X X X X X 0.5

Arizona X X X X Peer group X 1,5

Arkansas X X X X X 3.0

Cdlifornid _a ....

ColOrddO X X X X X X X X 0.2_

Connecticut X X X X 0.5

Delaware X X X X x Regional supervisor X 6.0

D.C. - - - '

ftorida X X X QC program supervisor X

Georgia X X X X Error cases-Upper level supervisor X 2.0

G.am X X X 1.0

Hawaii X X X X X 0.75

Idaho X X X X _C monitor X i.50 b

Illinois X X X Error panel X

Indiana X X X X 3.5

Iowa X X Assistant director X 0.25

Kdnsa5 X X X X X X 1.5

Kentucky X X X X X 0.5
Louisiana X X X X X Error Cases--4 Tier review X 2.0

I
a Indicates either nonresponse or doalt knOtmL,J

L,J b Estimate for a case with an error; non-error cases tare noted to require significantly less time,
CONTINUED



APPENDIX TABLE B,i2

INTERNAL REVIEWS OF THE INITIAL ERROR DETERMINATION--Continued

Which Cases Are Subject to Review? Who Conducts the Review?

Conducted Before/At tek HOurs Requ i red

All Ndnd(_l Sdmpte of Ail Cases Ali Cases Reviewer QC Olvislon Review Poi Icy Local Transmission to FNS? to Conduct an

Slc_te Cases Each Reviewerls Case With Errors Without Errors Supervisor Director Committee. Specialist Oifice Other Before Alter Internal Re-Review?

M._ine X X X X X 0.5

t,L. ylu.d X X X X X X 3.5
H_t_.SdCflUSt:f I S X X X X X X X Legal representatives X 0.66

Hichigdn X X X X X
Hi nnesot a X X X X X X ) .25 b

Mi 55 i_.5i ppi X X X X X X 8.0

M, ssour i X X X X X Second I eve I superv i sor X 1.5

M,_ll_and X X X X X 1.0

N.:_bra_kd X X X X Corrective Action Coordinator c X .0

NL,v,_da X X X X 0.1

ti_.w IJ_mp_hi re X X X X X X .0

Ne, Jersey X X X Administrative supervisor X .0

N,::. Max ico X X X X X X 2.0

New York X X X X 0.33

Nor Ih Corol ina X X X X Chief (_ c_dinator x l.O

Nurth Dakot d a -- -

Oh i r) X X X X X 2.0

Oh I4l_h(_l)d X X X X 1.0

Or c_gon X X X O. t

f'_:nnsy I van, a X X X Program Support Un i t X 1.2

a Indicate_ either nonresponse or donmt kncm.

! b Estimate for a case with an error; non-error cases were noted to require significantly less time,

L_ c /he office administrator Is Involved with error cases.
k_- CONT l NUED



AF_ENDIX 1Al]I[ [i.12

INTERNAl REVIEWS OF Tile INITIAl. ERROt_ lX. lElO41NArlON--Contlnued

Which Cases Are Subjec? to Review? Who Conducts the Review?
Conducted Before/Alter I_Jr5 Required

ktl Random Sample of All Cases All Cases Reviewer QC Division Review Policy Local Transmission to FNS? to Conduct an

State Cases Each Revieverts Case With Errors Without Errors Supervisor Director Committee Specialist Office Other Before After Internal Re-Review?

Rr,ud_ I_ldlld X X X X Supervisor - Corrective Action Unit X 2,0 b

S_Julh Carol ilia X X Program area assistant directors X 2.5

South Odkof a X X X X X 2°0

i_nrle_5=e X X X X X X 0.33

I u.,s_ X X X X 3.5

Utah X X X X X X Corrective Action Ccx)rdinator X

Vermonl X X X X X X Policy end Planning Divis'ion d X 5.7

Virgin Isl,lnd5 X X X Bureau Chief X 2.0

Virginia X Central office OC specialist X 0.15

Wdshin_ton X X X 0._0

West Virginia X X X X X 1.0

Wisconsin X X X X I.O

Wyoming X X X X X X X 0.25

b Estimate for · case with an error, non-err_ cases were noted to require significantly Jess time.

d The division director, training director w program director, and commissioner of Ificome Maintenance are also involved in the re-review.

I
L,J
Uq
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